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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
PROBLEM STUDIED 
The research analyzes the system characteristics and operating 
costs of pupil transportation systems in Texas, constructs models 
for predicting these costs, and developes a formula for allocating 
state monies to local school districts for pupil transportation. 
RESULTS ACHIEVED 
Data Collection 
A two-stage research strategy was developed. In the first 
stage, a sample of 22 school districts was initially selected and 
extensive information on pupil transportation systems operating in 
the 1972-1973 school year was obtained for each by personal interviews 
and from Pupil Transportation Reports and School District Audit 
Reports hald by the Texas Education Agency (TEA). This sample was 
later expanded to 49 districts using a mail-out questionnaire. The 
sample included a broad range of district sizes and types of 
communities served. These first stage data, referred to as the 
detailed sample, provide detailed information on the characteristics 
of pupil transportation systems, and were utilized to explore pre-
dictive models for transportation costs. In the second stage of the 
research a less detailed data set was obtained for 331 school districts. 
These data included total regular student transportation costs, average 
daily attendance (ADA), pupils transported daily, daily route miles 
travelled, number of routes operated daily, number of buses used, and 
the area of the school district. The cost data were obtained from 
TEA School District Audit Reports, and the physical data from mail-
out questionnaires. The sample was chosen so that every geographical 
area of the state was included and the ADA distribution of the sample 
matched that of the state. This data set, referred to as the 
expanded sample, was used to finalize and evaluate the predictive model 
and associated allocation formula. 
Characteristics of Pupil Transportation 
In Texas, no data are available on a statewide basis on the 
total number of pupils transported, school bus routes operated or 
mileages driven, or on actual expenditures for pupil transportation. 
Information is available only on pupils and routes eligible for 
state reimbursement, and for the magnitude of this reimbursement. 
In the 1973-1974 school year 670,000 eligible students were transported 
on nearly 9,000 routes with a combined mileage of almost 550,000. 
State reimbursements, intended for both operational and bus purchase 
costs, amounted to $27 million for regular transportation -
approximately 23¢ per student per day, assuming a 180 day school 
year. In many cases, this reimbursement was considerably below 
actual costs since 71% of the detailed sample had operating costs 
alone in excess of 23¢. The overall average for this sample was 27¢ 
with a range from 10¢ to 96¢. Extrapolations for 1972-1973 
utilizing the predictive model developed in this study suggest 
total statwide operations costs for regular transportation of $46.5 
million, as against a state reimbursement of $26.7 million to cover 
both operations and bus replacement costs. 
Model for Predicting Operating Costs of Pupil Transportation 
The model uses cost per pupil transported as the criterion 
variable. School districts divided into six groups on the basis of 
their pupil areal density (average daily attendance divided by area of 
the school district in square miles). Within each group estimating 





CIP = cost per pupil 
LD = linear density (pupil transported divided by the length 
of the route network in miles) 
a,b parameters estimated from data in the expanded sample. 
Formula for Allocating State Funds to Local School Districts 
The formula comprises two main components, with separate 
consideration being given in each for regular as against special 
education (handicapped pupil) transportation. Consideration is also 
given to handling contracted transportation in which school districts 
contract with independent agencies (~ither transit companies or 
parents) to provide pupil transportation. 
The two main segments of the formula provide estimates for 
operating costs and for bus replacement allowances. The operating 
cost allowance is calculated using the model discussed above. The 
bus replacement allowance is derived by estimating the number of 
buses necessary to serve the district, the expected bus life, the 
capacity of the buses to be funded, and the applicable bus price for 
each capacity range. 
UTILIZATION OF RESULTS 
The research provides information on the system characteris-
tics and costs of pupil transportation in both urban and rural regions. 
The model allows the operating costs of pupil transportation to be 
predicted from readily available data, and has the potential for 
extension to other types of transportation systems. The formula 
developed in the research was incorporated into the governor's 1975 
program for reorganizing the state funding of puplic education in Texas. 
CONCLUSION 
School bus transportation is the only type of mass transit 
operating in all parts of the United States today. In many rural areas 
it is the only form of transportation available apart from the private 
automobile. In many urban areas the school transportation system 
FOREWORD 
The Governor's Office of Educational Research and Planning of the 
State of Texas was established by Governor Briscoe in July of 1973. Its 
primary purpose was to develop a comprehensive school finance plan for 
Texas. Twenty areas of inquiry were identified,inc1uding school transpor-
tation. The diversity of these areas made it quite impossible, considering 
the limited funds and personnel available, to conduct all research in-house. 
Consequently, various outside resources were tapped. In the area of 
transportation, the Council for Advanced Transportation Studies (CATS) 
at The University of Texas at Austin was utilized. 
In April 1973, CATS received a research grant from the U.S. Depart-
ment of Transportation (DOT) entitled "Transportation to Fulfill Human 
Needs in a Rural-Urban Environment" (Contract No. DOT-OS-30093). 
Element I of this research grant, entitled "Access to Essential Services," 
was concerned with the accessibility of rural/urban populations to 
essential services, including public education. To eliminate duplication, 
a joint research effort was formulated between the Governor's Office and 
CATS. The necessary interagency contracts were executed and Mr. David 
Venhuizen was retained by CATS as the primary researcher, working in 
conjunction with Dr. Kelly Hamby of the Governor's Office and Dr. Ronald 
Briggs of CATS. 
This publication reports results of this research effort. It con-
tains analyses of present expenditures for pupil transportation in Texas, 
of the present methods used for allocating state funds to local districts 
for pupil transportation in both Texas and other states, and of a 
proposed new formula for allocation of state monies for pupil transporta-
tion in Texas. It concludes with recommendations for legislation. 
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CHAPTER ONE: BACKGROUND AND INTRODUCTION 
School bus transportation is the only type of mass transit operating 
in all parts of the United States today. In many rural areas it is the 
only form of transportation available apart from the private automobile. 
In many urban areas the school transportation system rivals the municipal 
transit system in capacity, scope and budget. Despite the importance of 
the systems themselves, and the hints they might provide for the organiza-
tion of transportation alternatives to the automobile in areas, particularly 
rural regions, where alternatives do not presently operate, there is a 
relative paucity of research on pupil transportation systems. This 
report examines the pupil transportation system in Texas. 
The ultimate aim of the research was to design a formula for the 
equitable allocation of state monies to local school districts for pupil 
transportation. In the process data were collected on the system character-
istics and operating costs of approximately one-third of the more than 
1,000 school districts engaged in pupil transportation in the state. These 
data were used to develop a model for predicting actual pupil transportation 
costs by school district. Based upon this predictive model a formula was 
designed for the allocation of state monies to local school districts. 
This report analyzes the system characteristics and operating costs of 
pupil transportation systems in Texas, describes the models developed for 
predicting transportation costs, and outlines the formula developed for 
allocating state monies to local school districts for pupil transportation. 
In the past, severe dissatisfaction has been expressed with the 
formula currently used by the State of Texas to distribute transportation 
funds to local school districts. Several questions have arisen as to the 
relevance in the nineteen seventies of a formula developed in 1951. Un-
fortunately, the amazing geographic and demographic diversity of Texas, not 
to mention a diversity of local decisions concerning school transportation, 
make equitable funding of school transportation a rather elusive goal. 
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After a review of the current formula, discussions with appropriate 
officials, and an analysis of initial data, it was concluded that the 
formula currently in use, based upon a "typical route" format, was insuffi-
ciently flexible to meet the varied conditions in the State of Texas, and 
the rapid temporal changes which characterize the seventies. It was 
felt that a new formula should be designed to meet five criteria: 
(1) accurately reflect the actual level of costs incurred by the 
school districts in pupil transportation; 
(2) recognize variability between school districts in costs 
incurred in pupil transportation; 
(3) be easily adjustable to reflect temporal changes in pupil 
transportation costs; 
(4) be capable of incorporating changes in eligibility requirements 
for state reimbursement of pupil transportation; and 
(5) enable an equitable distribution of state funds among the 
districts. 
The primary thrust of the research effort involved the development 
of a model to predict the actual transportation costs incurred by local 
school districts. Because Texas is large and diverse, and because informa-
tion on school transportation in the state was severely lacking, a two-
stage research strategy was developed. In the first stage, a sample made 
up of 22 school districts was selected, and detailed information on their 
school transportation systems was obtained by personal interviews with the 
responsible authority in each district. In addition to numerical data, 
these interviews yielded a great deal of information on the characteristics 
of, and problems with, operating a school transportation system. Also 
defined were many deficiencies of present auditing and accounting systems 
in yielding relevant data at both local and state levels. These first 
stage data, which were later expanded to 49 districts, using a mail-out 
questionnaire for the additional 27, were utilized to explore various models 
for predicting pupil transportation costs. In conjunction with other 
sources of information, this process yielded a rough outline of a possible 
formula for allocating state monies to local districts, as well as an 
indication of the type of data needed to finalize it. The second stage of 
the research obtained that data, using a mail-out questionnaire to 
approximately one-third of the more than 1,000 school districts engaged in 
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school transportation in the state. With these data in hand, the formula 
was finalized and evaluated. 
There are four distinct categories of school transportation 
expenditures in Texas. First are the operating and maintenance expendi-
tures for regular pupil transportation. Then, with somewhat different 
cost characteristics, there are operating and maintenance expenses for 
special education (handicapped) pupil transportation. The third category 
of expenditures is bus replacement, an expense common to both of the 
above systems. Finally, there is contracted transportation, which itself 
has two different facets--contracting with a public carrier for route 
operations and contracting with pupils' parents for individual transporta-
tion by automobile. Each of these categories is addressed by this research, 
but for reasons which will become apparent the main thrust was toward 
regular transportation. 
In the chapters to follow, the research process is reviewed. 
Chapter 2 discusses data sources, data collection methods, and problems 
involved in data collection and interpretation. The present situation, 
including state expenditures for pupil transportation in Texas and total 
costs incurred in the districts for which detailed data was collected, is 
examined in Chapter 3. Information developed in Chapter 3 on the 
current pupil transportation system in Texas is employed in Chapter 4 
to evaluate the current formula used to allocate state monies to local 
districts. This chapter also examines the funding methods used by other 
states as possible alternatives to the present system in Texas. Chapter 5 
describes initial model exploration aimed at developing a new formula, 
and the proposed formula is developed in Chapter 6. Chapter 7 evaluates 
this new method of distributing funds, and Chapter 8 shows its financial 
impact on the state. Finally, Chapter 9 summarizes the conclusions of 
this research and offers recommendations for legislation to implement the 
new method of school transportation funds distribution in Texas. 
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CHAPTER TWO: DATA COLLECTION: SOURCES, METHODS AND PROBLEMS 
This chapter reviews each of the data sets utilized in this study 
and comments upon problems of interpretation and validity. The two main 
data sets comprise (1) a sample of school districts (the detailed sample) 
for which detailed data were collected by interviews and mail-out 
questionnaires and (2) an expanded sample of districts for which a much 
more restricted variable set was obtained by mail-out questionnaires. For 
each of these samples additional data were obtained from the Texas 
Education Agency (TEA), which is the agency responsible for administering 
state monies expended on pupil transportation. 
TEXAS EDUCATION AGENCY 
Two data sets make up the bulk of the information obtained from 
TEA--Pupil Transportation Reports for the districts in the detailed 
sample, and School District Audit Reports to obtain transportation costs 
for districts in the expanded sample. Additionally, TEA provided 
various other information, including summaries of statewide information 
on school transportation. 
A TEA Pupil Transportation Report is shown in Figure Al of 
Appendix A. A great deal of information about a school transportation 
system is available from this document. It is submitted to TEA annually 
by the responsible agent for each school transportation system. For the 
first sample of 22 school districts, Pupil Transportation Reports were 
obtained for school years 1966-67, 1969-70, and 1972-73. For the 
remainder of the detailed sample, Pupil Transportation Reports for school 
year 1972-73 only were obtained. 
Several problems arise in utilizing the information contained on 
this form. As will be apparent when the present formula is discussed in 
Chapter 4, this form is set up specifically to provide the information 
required by the present formula. The formula funds districts on a "per 
route" basis, so information on the system is given route-by-route. with 
4 
1 "eligible" and "ineligible" routes listed separately. No state monies 
are alloted for "ineligible" routes, and detai.ls of these routes are not 
always rigorously reported. The mileage figures should also be treated 
with caution since they show only the length of bus routes, not the 
mileage buses are actually driven. A bus route is defined as starting 
at the school, runni.ng the route and returning to the school. This does 
not reflect the miles buses are actually driven since it allows no 
deadheaded mileage when buses are stored at a place other than the school 
building. It also leads to problems of defining a route when multiple 
campuses are served. Tied to this latter problem is the definition of 
"formula capacity". It is defined as the largest number of pupils actually 
on the bus at anyone time. Thus,a-bus route serving multiple campuses may 
carry far more pupils than the district is eligible to claim for that route. 
Problems are also encountered when interpreting the transportation 
costs obtained from School District Audit Reports. Two examples of this 
data source are shown in Figures A2 and A3 of Appendix A. Figure A2 
shows the format of an audit report for a school district utilizing the 
old Bulletin 613 accounting system (now phased out by TEA), and Figure A3 
shows the format used by the Bulletin 679 accounting system to which some 
districts had already shifted in 1972-73. The total costs reported on 
these forms may not be an accurate reflection of local expenditures. 
Administration costs are often not assigned to the transportation function 
when these administrative functions are performed by a business manager or 
superintendent. Also, costs that are actually for special education or 
co-curricular transportation are often assigned to regular transportation. 
DETAILED SAMPLE 
This sample is the result of two separate data collection efforts. 
To avoid confusion, when referring to the 22 districts for which data 
collection was accomplished by personal interviews, the term "first sample" 
lEligibility refers to eligibility for state reimbursement. More 
details on this are provided in Chapter 4. 
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will be used, and when referring to the entire group of 49 districts for 
which detailed data was collected, the term "detailed sample" will be used. 
Selection of the first sample was largely to facilitate data 
collection. Where possible, districts within the Capital Area Planning 
Council region, the ten-county area surrounding and including Austin, were 
selected. Where appropriate districts were not available in this region, 
other areas of the state were tapped. A broad range of district sizes and 
types was desired, with district size being determined by average daily 
attendance (ADA) and type by the population characteristics of the community. 
Other investigations by the Governor's Office had recognized six categories 
of school districts and these were used as sample selection guidelines.
2 
The six categories were 
Center City--school districts in the seven major metropolitan 
centers of Texas: Austin, Corpus Christi, Dallas, El Paso, 
Fort Worth, Houston and San Antonio; 
Suburban Fast Growing--districts in the suburbs of the center 
cities which have experienced a growth rate (measured by 
ADA increase) over the last 5 years of at least 25%; 
Suburban Stable--suburban districts with a growth rate of less 
than 25% over the last 5 years; 
Independent City--districts with an ADA of 10,000 or more 
located in cities other than the seven center cities; 
Town--all school districts with an ADA of less than 10,000 which 
are not classified as either suburban or sparse; 
Sparse--districts with a pupil areal density (ADA/square mile 
of district area) of less than 4.0. (Later, sparsity was 
redefined as a pupil areal density of less than 1.0, in 
accordance with the Texas Education Agency criterion for 
sparsity. 
The first sample comprised three cities in each category with the addition 
of extra districts for Deep East Texas, the Lower Rio Grande Valley and 
Houston to ensure complete geographical coverage. The resulting 22 
districts are shown in Table 1. The additional districts which made up the 
whole detailed sample comprised all those not included in the first sample 
2In addition, care was taken to insure that districts in metropoli-
tan and non-metropolitan, rural and urban areas, as defined for the U.S. 

































which had been identified as "exemplary by the Governor's Office. Exemplary 
districts were those considered by educators in the state as "worthy of 
imitation. It 
It was felt that any new formula should account for the actual 
costs incurred by school districts in providing pupil transportation. 
Variables for inclusion on the questionnaires were selected with the aim 
of obtaining an accurate indication of costs actually incurred, together 
with the amount of transportation actually provided. On this preliminary 
analysis a wide array of data considered to be potentially useful for this 
purpose was sought. An initial data collection session was held with 
the officials responsible for running the school transportation system for 
the Comal Independent School District. The data collection forms to be 
used were revised after that meeting to better conform to school district 
records. The forms that finally went to the field are shown in Appendix A. 
Two different financial data collection forms were necessary as some 
schools used the old Bulletin 613 accounting system while others had 
already shifted to the Bulletin 679 accounting system. 
The first sample data collection effor~ comprising 22 school dis-
tricts, encompassed three different school years in an attempt to get a 
feel for temporal aspects of school transportation. The years included were 
1966-67, 1969-70 and 1972-73. (At that time, the 1973-74 school year was 
still in progress~ so 1972-73 data was the latest available.) However, due 
to several factors (mainly doubts about the reliability of some of the data) 
only data from 1972-73 was analyzed in detail. Only 1972-73 data was col-
lected from the remainder of the detailed sample, along with 1973-74 data, 
since the 73-74 school year was almost over when this effort was launched. 
The form used for this data collection is shown in Figure A7 in Appendix A. 
Many problems were encountered in collecting and interpreting the 
data, both for the first sample and for the remainder of the detailed 
sample. These problems bear heavily on the reliability of the data and 
ultimately on the course of the research. Actual daily route mileage was 
perhaps the hardest data to obtain accurately. Quite often the 
"paper mileage"--that mileage appearing on TEA's transportation report--
was not an accurate reflection of the daily route mileage actually incurred 
in running the transportation system. An extreme amount of time and effort 
was exrended trying to obtain actual daily route mileages. Many districts, 
8 
however, did not keep records equal to this task, and the resulting data 
contains some estimate and conjecture. 
Deriving the actual number of pupils transported was also 
sometimes difficult. Some of the districts transported ineligible pupils; 
since these were not reported to TEA for funding purposes, they sometimes 
were not accurately accounted for. 
Co-curricular mileage was also often not accounted for in district 
records. Co-curricular mileage is mileage incurred by the school bus fleet 
for purposes other than normal school transportation, such as athletic 
team transportation and field trips. It is important to know co-curricular 
mileage in order to assign a correct share of maintenance costs to 
school transportation. Also, many districts do not account for gasoline 
expended on co-curricular trips separately from that expended on school 
transportation. A knowledge of co-curricular mileage allows gasoline 
costs to be split between the two functions. 
Supposedly, co-curricular mileage is charged off at a locally-
derived and fixed cost per mile to cover operation and maintenance expenses 
for these uses. This money is used to reimburse the regular and special 
transportation functions for this use. Note that the data collection forms 
are set up to accommodate this arrangement. Deriving co-curricular 
mileage then would be a simple matter of dividing the per mile charge rate 
into the total reimbursement. However, this practice is not generally 
adhered to. More often than not, co-curricular mileage was merely a guess. 
Deriving gross gasoline cost was also difficult, aside from the 
problem of co-curricular use. Many districts, especially smaller ones, 
drew gasoline for all uses through one pump. Often, proper care was not 
taken into accountror the amounts which went for uses other than school 
transportation. 
Salary breakouts which were accurate reflections of the effort 
involved in school transportation were also a problem. This affected three 
areas: administrative and clerical, bus drivers, and maintenance personnel. 
The administrative and clerical salary sought was one which would reflect 
the effort actually involved in setting up and running the school transpor-
tation system, regardless of where these salaries occurred in the school 
district's budget. In many districts, especially the smaller ones, the 
superintendent or the business manager and his secretaries performed these 
duties. Establishing what percentage of their salaries should be assigned 
9 
to the transportation effort was often a guessing game. Even in districts 
which employed a full-time transportation director, the supporting clerical 
salaries were often not assigned to transportation. 
Bus driver salaries were almost always muddled by the inclusion 
of salaries paid for driving on co-curricular trips. Quite often, there 
was no reasonable way of establishing what share of the total was 
assignable to school transportation, as the records on co-curricular travel 
were poor to non-existent. Also, as some districts paid hourly wages 
and some paid monthly salaries, it.was very hard to compare salaries 
between districts. To circumvent this problem, a monthly equivalent 
salary was computed for the districts paying on an hourly basis. This 
necessitated estimating the average hours per day worked by a driver. 
Maintenance salaries suffered from similar lack of resolution. 
Most districts had no idea what portion of maintenance salaries were 
assignable to repair and maintenance of the school bus fleet. However, 
unless a district has a large fleet of other vehicles and machines, it 
is probably safe to assume that the vast majority of these salaries is 
assignable to the school bus fleet. 
EXPANDED SAMPLE 
Analysis of the detailed sample indicated that a much reduced 
variable set would be sufficient for the expanded sample. The results 
demonstrated that data should be gathered which would allow the following 
variables to be derived: 




(5) linear density 
(6) transported pupil areal density 
(7) pupil areal density 
(8) pupils transported daily 
(9) daily route miles travelled 
(10) number of routes run 
(11) number of buses used 
10 
The cost data was obtained from TEA via the School District Audit Reports 
as outlined earlier. The physical data was obtained via a mail-out 
questionnaire (see Figure A8 in Appendix A.) All but a few of the question-
naires were returned. The physical data for districts not returning their 
questionnaires was obtained by consulting TEA's Pupil Transportation Reports. 
The expanded sample was derived so that every area 
of the state was included geographically, and the ADA distribution of 
districts in the state was roughly matched by the ADA distribution of the 
sample. Both of these were accomplished by simple inspection. The final 
data set (which included the districts in the detailed sample) represents 
roughly one-third of all the districts involved in school transportation 
in the state, so sampling error is a minor problem. The sample is slightly 
biased toward higher ADA categories as compared to the entire state, but 
this arrangement is actually to be desired, for two reasons. Many of the 
very small ADA districts are not in the transportation business and more 
money is involved in transportation in larger ADA districts; therefore, it 
is in this latter arena that higher resolution is most fruitful. 
The problems with the physical data in this sample are similar to 
those encountered in acquiring the detailed sample. The cost-related 
problem have also been previously discussed. 
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CHAPTER THREE THE CURRENT SCHOOL TRANSPORTATION 
SYSTEM IN TEXAS 
THE STATEWIDE SYSTEM 
In Texas, no data are available on a statewide basis on the total 
number of pupils transported, school bus routes operated or mileages driven, 
or on actual expenditures for pupil transportation. Information is 
available only on pupils and routes eligible for state reimbursement,3 and 
on the magnitude of this reimbursement (Table 2). Even so, an approxi-
mate indication of the magnitude of the system under analysis is provided 
by this data. In the 1973-74 school year 670,000 eligible students were 
transported on nearly 9,000 routes with a combined mileage of almost 
550,000. State reimbursements amounted to $27 million for regular 
transportation - approximately 23¢ per student per day, assuming a l80-day 
school year. An additional three million dollars was allocated for special 
education transportation - a flat grant of $150 per student per annum or 
83¢ per day. Table 3, which exhibits annual percentage changes for the 
data in Table 2, shows that the system is growing both in the number of 
pupils served and the amount of money involved. 
Several pieces of evidence point to the fact that present allocations 
by the state are inadequate to meet current costs. For instance, the 
total allocation for 1972-73 was approximately $30 million. Other data 
indicate that $12 million was spent on new buses alone, which amounts to 
40 percent of the total allocation. However, data from the detailed 
sample shows that new bus costs average less than 25 percent of total costs. 
Again, data from the expanded sample showed maintenance and operations costs 
alone varying between 21% and 69% per student for the groupings of 
4 districts examined in this sample. 
3Eligible students are those living more than two miles from their 
school and being transported on approved routes. 
4sixgroupingsbased upon the Pupil Areal Density of the district (total 




TABLE 2. STATEWIDE CHARACTERISTICS OF PUPIL TRANSPORTATION IN TEXAS-1968-l974 
1968- 1969- 1970-* 1971- 1972- 1973-
.J..JV7 .7''- .., .':1 ~ .':1 _ "11 <+ 
# of Regular Transportation I 
Routes 7,788 7,805 7,973 8,312 8,574 8,948 
Approved Daily Route Miles 481,956 508,393 512,517 512,895 572 ,493 549,703 
# of Students Transported on I 
Regular Routes 505,554 534,979 583, 231 1 595,955 636,635 670,353 
# of Special Education 
Students Transported N/A N/A 13,015 15,766 18,357 19,435 
Annual State Allocation for I 
Regular Transportation 119 ,499,446 19,663,804 24,068,169 25,184,653 26,747,224 27,167,796 
I 
Annual State Allocation for 
Special Educ. Transportation N/A N/A 1,919,594 2,406,550 2,797,545 2,913,340 
Annual Total State Allocation 19,499,446 19,663,804 25,989,763 27,591,203 29,563,126 30,081,136** 
i 
I 
Average # of Pupils per route, 
I Regular 64.9 68.5 73.2 71. 7 74.2 74.9 
Average Miles Per Route, Reg. 61.9 65.1 64.3 61. 7 66.8 61.4 
I Average Annual Allocation/Pupil 
Regular $38.5.7 $36.76 $41. 27 $42.26 42.01 $40.53 
Average Annual Allocation/Route $2,504 $2,519 $3,019 $3,030 $3,120 $3,036 
*Allocation/route increase and s~ecial education transportation authorized by 1969 Legislature, first 
reflected. 
**Does not include new program costs which began this year. 
!-' 
~ 
TABLE 3. ANNUAL % CHANGES STATEWIDE PUPIL TRANSPORTATION 
CHARACTERISTICS IN TEXAS 1968-1974 
# of Regular Transportation 
Routes 
Approved Daily Route Miles 
# of Students Transported on 
Regular Routes 
# of Special Education 
Students Transported 
Annual State Allocation for 
Regular Transportation 
Annual State Allocation for 
Special Educ. Transportation 
Annual Total State Allocation 
Average # of Pupils per route, 
Regular 
Average Miles Per Route, Reg. 
Average Annual Allocation/Pupil 
Regular 


































































*Allocation/route increased and special education transportation authorized by 1969 legislature. 
DETAILED SAMPLE 
The array of data collected for the first sample is shown in 
Appendix B. Selected information from the detailed sample is shown in 
Tables 4 and 5. To examine the distribution of costs between and within 
district budgets, operation and maintenance costs are broken into four 
functional components: (1) office costs, which include all reported 
administrative and clerical costs; (2) bus drivers' salaries, which are the 
gross salaries paid to drivers for regular and special education trans-
portation; (3) bus maintenance costs, which include maintenance salaries 
and materials and money paid for contracted maintenance; and (4) bus 
operating costs, which include gas and oil ccsts and bus insurance costs. 
The main, and most confounding, feature of school transportation in 
Texas is its diversity. Examining the percent of total costs falling into 
each category shows office costs ranging from 3.4 percent to 22.53 percent, 
with a total sample percentage of 8.44 percent. Bus drivers' salaries range 
from 27.52 percent to 66.40 percent of the total cost, with an average 
of 46.89 percent. Maintenance costs vary from 8.36 percent to 47.68 percent 
of the total, averaging 29.36 percent. Operating costs as a percent of 
total cost vary from 7.25 percent to 29.66 percent with the total sample 
exhibiting 15.30 percent of total cost in this category (Table 5). Table 6 
shows how costs per pupil vary between districts. This diversity can be 
attributed to four factors: (1) the broad geographic and demographic 
diversity of Texas; (2) the variability in the percent of the ADA 
transported; (3) variability in local cost factors and salary scales; and 
(4) variability of local expertise in running a school transportation 
system. 
The first of these factors is readily apparent in Table 6 which 
shows how pupil areal density (PARDEN) - the average daily attendance 
(ADA) divided by the area of the school district - varies between districts. 
Low as against high PARDEN values indicate greater dispersal of students. 
Consequently, as PARDEN decreases)a given size school must draw upon a 
spatially more extensive catchment area. This increases distances pupils 
must travel and expands the demand for transportation. The second factor 
is partially dependent upon the first, but it also involves local decisions, 
which vary from district to district. Many of the districts transport 
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TABLE 4. SCHOOL TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM CHARACTERISTICS FOR 49 SELECTED 
TEXAS SCHOOL DISTRICTS FOR SCHOOL YEAR 1972-1973 
PUPIL AREAL DENSITY REG1JLAR RmULAR REXlUl.AR SPECIAL SPECIAL SPF.cIJI.L 
~'L~ @~ PUPILS/SQ. MI. ~ 2!!!:!!!l ~ ~ ~ ~ 
!\1.1stin 51,241 178.')40 69 6,191 4,01,6 18 501 1,608 
l'orp18 Christi 39,936 255.887 10 602 598 15 346 1,5<,4 
!l&.1l<,A County 174,715 283.1(,9 238 21,337 9,364 8'i 1,7';10 8,200 
EJ. P',so 57,195 262.221 67 6,305 1,822 6 168 13'1 
flOti3~On 191,81.2 616.855 106 14,800 6,318 215 3,655 9,675 
!';f\n Jirlt,<.:mio 62,779 812.73i, 20 3,307 688 25 580 1,876 
i;ltbu.rb::n F'ast-Growi~ 
Ariir.J:{tcn 22,103 241.'766 16 3,799 1,436 a 1.06 490 
CC!r",.l 2,385 i'.0~2 26 2,037 2,235 0 0 0 
~;~re.a-F~irbanks 0,677 46.651 69 7,526 6,062 4 50 205 
!l&.l VRlle 3,709 21.908 22 2,101 1,552 0 0 0 
£~r.r::a 1,363 45.032 7 690 269 0 0 0 
H~''luite 17,h48 295.746 14 1,733 637 5 2i,3 193 
Rif:l1HrfJRoo 29,866 771.231 :n 5,000 1,320 5 143 375 
Spring Branch 39,333 874.857 H37 18,949 7,812 23 350 2,300 
Alamo Heights 4,311 479.000 1 215 40 0 0 0 
!l&.er Park 6,025 158.526 43 1,934 850 2 43 63 
Manor 737 8.172 7 518 290 0 0 0 
North East 27,159 204.265 49 7 (!f,,9 2,451 12 349 1,255 
Pasadena 31,770 418.256 34 7,353 2,619 26 655 1,358 
Veleta 34.337 553.823 13 1,935 314 6 292 462 
Inde£endent Citl 
Abilene 17,338 169.846 16 2,020 768 6 250 468 
Amndllo 24,995 355.857 9 1,028 3')7 0 0 ° Ector County 21,111 23.342 56 4,406 2,648 8 220 640 
Killeen 12,886 27 .071 32 3,665 1,842 3 49 150 
Lubbock 30,716 349,057 9 464 181 10 168 531 
Port Arthur 13,297 260.725 16 1,655 l,IUO 5 148 372 
San Angelo 13.545 67,069 13 1,557 627 3 65 187 
Tyler 14,314 76.171 37 3.551 2,050 5 158 160 
~ 
Andrews 2,417 1.617 13 437 1,01" 0 0 0 
Bastrop 1,780 4.169 17 1,160 1,171 0 ° 0 Canyon 2,7119 3.856 18 1,552 1,808 0 0 0 
Coltunbie-Brazoria 2,398 10.924 22 1,935 1,261 0 0 0 
Edinburg 8,223 8.702 47 3,767 3,052 1 15 B2 
Fort Stockton 2,e65 0.953 10 605 958 0 0 0 
Georgetown 1,926 11.117 8 569 556 0 0 0 
Hereford 5,139 7.189 26 1,525 2,426 1 33 50 
San Marcos 4,207 20.792 16 2,575 941 0 0 0 
Temple 7,204 144.080 5 240 250 0 0 0 
Waxahachie 3,396 17.687 12 1,295 709 0 0 0 
Sparse 
Albany 494 0.840 7 130 450 0 0 0 
Breckenridge 1,413 1.155 10 260 1,080 0 0 0 
Burnet 1,461 2.229 13 007 1,]20 0 0 0 
Goliad 1,125 1.394 15 778 1,276 0 0 0 
Henrietta 720 1.687 7 250 698 0 0 0 
John.on City, 367 0.743 5 158 511 0 0 0 
Llano 1,006 1.121 11 573 1,128 0 0 0 
Rttnkln 428 0.4fl9 3 166 512 0 0 0 
r;peFlrmsn 1.000 2.150 8 197 741, 0 0 0 



































TABLE 5. SCHOOL TRANSPORTATION COST CHARACTERISTICS FOR 49 SELECTED 
TEXAS SCHOOL DISTRICTS FOR SCHOOL YEAR 1972-1973 
BUS DRrtERS' $ BUS DRIVERS' MAINTENANCE 1 MAIIfl'E-
OFFICE COOT ($) i OFF. COOT SALllRIEl ($) SALARIES COOT $ NANCE COlT 
453,043 52,812 11.66 292,576 61,.58 63,589 14.04 
96,662 3,360 3.48 90,102 45.44 40,796 42.20 
1,041,791 55,524 5.33 484,202 46.48 252,121, 42.21 
335,206 43,982 13. 12 176,103 52.54 76,,00 22.82 
1,141,765 56,385 4.~1 527,355 46.19 455,931 39·93 
74,119 10,460 14.11 44,34~ 59.83 7,21,6 9.78 
181,592 23,680 13.04 68,112 37.51 60,829 33.50 
109,349 13,000 11.89 44,908 41.07 31,,160 31.24 
352,784 22,887 6.49 198,093 56.15 80,987 22.96 
90,506 4,680 5.17 52,292 57.78 18,442 20.38 
27,106 3,500 12.91 10,080 37.19 7,463 27.53 
88,707 16,000 18.04 40,409 45.55 25,758 29.04 
134,151 24,517 18.28 58,550 43.64 41,364 30.83 
714,756 46,564 6.51 352,92" 49.38 216,312 30.26 
4,439 1,000 22.53 2,215 49.90 550 
160,988 11,234 6.98 51,000 31.68 76,754 
24,434 2,650 10.85 9,930 40.64 7,760 
31,6,983 25,900 7. 46 169,847 48.95 91,085 
418,083 48,519 11.61 190,814 45.64 102,629 
76,085 9,395 12.35 43,11T{ 57.16 11,644 15.31 
87,160 10.85 36,586 41.98 19,147 
35,055 14.11 111,661 41.82 9,755 
344,153 5.65 167,0')5 48.54 111,804 32.49 
128,982 6.65 48,020 37.24 50,204 38.92 
82,941 17.76 55,076 66.40 6,931 
111,222 12.42 54,1,11 48.92 22,000 
74,051 20.26 24,553 33.16 24,1129 





















































































TABLE 5. SCHOOL TRANSPORTATION COST CHARACTERISTICS FOR 49 SELECTED 
TEXAS SCHOOL DISTRICTS FOR SCHOOL YEAR 1972-1973 (con't) 
BUS DRIVERS' ;, BUS DRIVERS' MAlllTENANCE i MAlNTE-
TOfAL COOT ($) OFFICE COOT (~) ", OFF. COOT SAIJIRIED (~l 8AIJ\RIES CalT $ NAlICE CalT 
66,461 11,970 18.01 28,221, 42.47 21,118 31.78 
59,483 4,800 8.07 24,757 41.62 19,512 32.80 
88,124 7,000 7.94 24,255 27.52 37,791, 42.89 
69,i'32 5,000 7.20 21,719 31.28 29,443 42.41 
178,526 16,922 9.1,8 59,126 33.12 75,750 42.43 
59,652 1,580 2.65 21,228 35.59 21,795 36.51, 
27,971 2,210 7.90 8,799 31.46 9,720 34.75 
93,824 7,627 8.13 34,61,6 36.93 32,410 34.54 
71,151 7,500 10.54 29,279 41.15 21,052 29.59 
18,784 5,454 29.04 6,790 36.15 2,995 15.94 
36,510 2,400 6.57 19,093 52.30 6,157 16.86 
15,952 1,200 7.52 6,815 42.72 5,(,27 35.27 
35,622 3,500 9.83 11,655 32.72 14,092 39.;,6 
47,274 3,000 6.35 19,240 40.70 14,122 29.87 
42,755 5,641 13.19 16,917 39.57 13,039 30.50 
18,488 450 2.43 9,500 51.38 4,000 21.64 
13,391 1,000 7.41 4,616 34.22 3,874 28.72 
43,652 3,200 7.33 11.,649 33.56 18,813 43.10 
24,220 900 3.72 9,979 41.20 6,277 25.92 
33,917 2,900 8.55 12,500 36.85 13,497 39.79 
19,648 1,500 7.63 10,840 55.17 2,214 11.27 
7,953,205 671,4')7 8.44 3,729,643 46.89 2,334,903 
OPER.'.Tnro 'f., OPERA7I!i:; 






















N.B. The total cost figures refer to the sum of component costs (defined on p. 15) for operations 
and maintenance. They do not include capital costs or allowances for items such as bus 
purchase, leasing or depreciation. 
TABLE 6. THE PROVISION OF PUPIL TRANSPORTATION IN 49 TEXAS 
SCHOOL DISTRICTS, 1972-1973 ACADEMIC YEAR 
Pupil Areal % of ADA % of ADA Cost Per 
Density Transported Transported Pupil 
School District (PARDEN2 (Regu1ar2 ~Sl2ec1a12 Per Oa)! $ 
Center CitZ 
Austin 178.54 12.1 0.98 .189 
Corpus Christi 255.89 1.5 0.87 .566 
Dallas County 283.17 12.2 1.02 .250 
El Paso 262.22 11.0 0.29 .287 
Houston 616.86 7.7 1.91 .343 
San Antonio 812.73 5.3 0.92 .105 
Suburban - Fast Growins 
Arlington 241.11 17.2 0.47 .258 
Coma1 4.04 93.7 0.00 .298 
Cypress-Fairbanks 46.65 86.7 0.58 .258 
Del Valle 21.91 41.9 0.00 .239 
Eanes 45.03 50.9 0.00 .218 
Masquite 295.75 9.9 1.39 .249 
Richardson 171.23 16.7 0.48 .144 
Spring Branch 814.86 48.2 0.89 .205 
Suburban - Stable 
Alamo Heights 479.00 5.0 0.00 .114 
Deer Park 158.53 32.1 0.71 .045 
Manor 8.17 70.3 0.00 .262 
North East 204.27 27.1 1.29 .249 
Pasadena 418.26 23.1 2.06 .290 
Isleta 553.82 5.6 0.85 .189 
Indel2endent City 
Abilene 169.85 11.7 1.44 .213 
Amarillo 355.86 4.1 0.00 .189 
Ector County 23.34 20.8 1.04 .413 
Killeen 27.07 28.4 0.38 .192 
Lubbock 349.06 1.5 0.55 .729 
Port Arthur 260.73 12.4 1.11 .342 
San Angelo 67.07 11.5 0.48 .253 
Tyler 16.17 24.8 1.10 .227 
Town 
Andrewa 1.62 18.1 0.00 .844 
Baatrop 4.17 65.2 0.00 .284 
Canyon 3.86 56.5 0.00 .314 
Columbia-Brazoria 10.92 80.7 0.00 .199 
Edinburg 8.70 45.8 .262 
Fort Stockton 0.95 21.1 0.00 .547 
Georgetown 11.12 29.5 0.00 .273 
Ilareford 7.19 29.7 0.64 .334 
San Marcos 20.79 61.2 0.00 .153 
T_ple 144.08 3.3 0.00 .434 
Waxahachie 17.68 38.1 0.00 .156 
Sparse 
Albany 0.84 26.3 0.00 .196 Breckenridge 1.76 18.4 0.00 .183 Burnet 2.23 55.2 0.00 .198 Goliad 1.39 69.2 0.00 .186 Henrietta 1.69 34.7 0.00 .147 Johnson City 0.74 43.1 0.00 .146 Llsno 1.12 57.8 0.00 .214 Rankin 0.49 38.8 . 0.00 .262 Spearman 2.15 19.7 0.00 .253 Wall 1.34 97.6 0.00 .167 
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ineligible students, and the costs, mileages, etc. involved in this task 
are generally inseparable in the districts' transportation records from 
those incurred in running the transportation system for eligible students 
only. 
The third of these factors is readily apparent from an examination 
of Table 7. There is wide variability in bus driver monthly salaries, even 
between quite similar districts. It is quite likely that similar variabil-
ity occurs in salaries of administrative and maintenance personnel. Similar 
variability between districts is also apparent in unit gasoline prices 
and in gas mileage experienced by the district (also shown in Table 7), 
both of which help to determine the operating cost category total for the 
district. 
The fourth factor is much more subtle and almost impossible to 
demonstrate conclusively. It involves such factors as better overall 
system administration yielding ultimate savings in total system cost. 
An example of this point is computerized routing, which is being experi-
mented with by some districts. The use of computerized routing would 
probably involve larger office costs but should save on costs in the 
other three categories. These types of occurrences undoubtedly contribute 
to the disparity of cost distribution between districts which are quite 
similar in geography, demography and percent of ADA transported. 
Another consideration to be addressed is the temporal variation of 
school transportation costs. Data for school year 1973-74. shown in 
Table 8 and Table 9, were obtained for 27 of the 49 districts in the detailed 
sample. Table 10 presents some comparisons of these data with those for 1972-
73. Total costs increased in 24 of 27 cases. The most striking change 
in terms of cost components was the increase in the percent of total 
costs accounted for by operating costs (gasoline, oil and insurance.) 
It is certain that general inflation of the national economy is 
partially responsible for the general increase in costs. Additionally, 
the transportation of more pupils, the running of more miles daily and 
the operation of more routes would be expected to drive costs up. The 
"energy crisis" which the nation is experiencing is also a factor causing 
shifts in cost distribution. This factor is no doubt the major cause of 
the striking increase in operating costs between the two years. Table 11 
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TABLE 7. SOME LOCAL COST FACTORS FOR SELECTED TEXAS SCHOOL 
DISTRICTS FOR SCHOOL YEAR 1972-1973 
Average Gas 
Average Bus Drivers' Per Gallon (C) M11e3ge For 
District tldQlO Month1! SalarI ($) Gasoline Prices School Bus Fleet 
~~,S.g;[ 
Aastin 237 16.49 4.S 
Corpus Christi 240 17.5S 6.0 
Dallas County 167 34.40 6.0 
11 !'ase 216 17.70 5.S 
HouBton 175 15.90 6.6 
San Antonio 197 31.90 10.S 
Suburban Fast Growi!!a 
Arlington 166 20.S0 4.7 
COlII&l 195 lS.50 5.0 
Cypress-Fairbanks 160 17.59 S.S 
Del Valle 135 19.79 5.3 
lanes 200 21.90 5.0 
Mesquite 150 22.90 5.5 
lichardson 154 16.50 6.0 
Spring lIranch 295 17.90 5.1 
Suburban Stable 
Alamo Heights 246 32.70 3.S 
Deer Park lS6 lS.50 5.1 
Hanor 120 32.00 5.8 
Horth East 208 19.58 S.5 
Pasadena 24S 11.55 5.1 
Ysleta 230 22.80 5.0 
Inde2endent Cit! 
Abilene 150 16.66 5.0 
Alllarillo 181 17.95 3.0 
Ector County 175 17.70 S.2 
Ulleen lS4 lS.75 5.1 
Lubbock 229 17.95 4.0 
?ort Arthur 288 19.95 6.0 
San Angelo 165 15.19 5.2 
Tyler lS3 16.35 5.0 
!!!!!!!. 
Andrews 392 lS.55 6.0 
Bastrop 142 16.90 4.6 
Caayon 106 18.60 5.0 
Columbia-Brazoria 127 20.95 4.6 
Edinburg 135 lS.19 5.7 
Fort Stockton ISO 21.09 5.0 
Georgetown 130 lS.77 6.0 
I14reford 144 17.95 7.0 
San Marcos ISO lS.3O 4.8 
Temple 165 17.90 6.0 
Waxahachie 140 18.90 6.0 
Sparse 
Albany 121 18.40 8.6 
Brackenridge 140 18.65 6.0 
Bunat 14S 23.25 8.1 
Goliad 147 18.75 6.3 
Henrietta llO lS.65 8.0 
.lolmaon City 100 19.00 5.7 
tJ.ano 130 19.17 6.9 
Itaak1n 222 19.22 6.4 
Spearman '156 19.00 S.O 































SCHOOL TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM CHARACTERISTICS FOR SELECTED 
TEXAS SCHOOL DISTRICTS FOR SCHOOL YEAR 1973-1974 
Pupil Areal Regular Regular Regular Special Speda1 
ADA Density Routes Pueils Miles Routes PUEUs 
17 ,326 166.596 16 2,075 815 4 163 
4,140 460.000 1 227 40 0 0 
450 0.765 7 139 470 0 0 
24,335 347.643 13 1,272 592 0 0 
2,403 1.598 12 437 972 0 0 
23,946 254.745 42 3,854 1,699 5 110 
2,823 1.959 19 1,597 1,900 0 0 
2,341 10.739 23 2,064 1,298 0 0 
174,715 283.169 241 20,572 9,345 85 1,818 
6,150 161.842 43 1,938 850 2 43 
57,195 268.521 75 7,139 2,014 6 173 
2,931 0.975 10 677 958 0 0 
1,087 1.241 IS 732 1,302 0 0 
720 1.694 7 260 698 0 0 
4,990 7.078 26 1,550 2,409 1 34 
30,408 345.5/,5 10 458 373 12 230 
18,007 305.203 15 1,921 753 5 217 
12,362 247.240 16 1,706 1,125 5 136 
428 0.469 3 156 512 0 0 
31,200 800.000 35 6,000 1,400 5 150 
60,620 767.342 22 3,595 712 27 645 
13,500 66.832 16 1,785 743 3 74 
1,015 2.169 8 205 688 0 0 
7,204 144.080 5 243 249 0 0 
545 1.453 9 520 680 0 0 
3,481 18.130 12 1,376 692 0 0 





























































TABLE 9. SCHOOL TRANSPORTATION COST CHARACTERISTICS FOR SELECTED 
SCHOOL DISTRICTS FOR SCHOOL YEAR 1973-1974 
Bus Drivers' % Bue Drivers' Maintenance % Kainte-
Total Cost ($) Office Cost ($) % Off. Coet Sala ri e8 ~!l Salaries Coet IUInce cOlt 
102,924 9,812 9.53 43,732 42.49 23,535 22.81 
5,or,3 1,150 22.71 2.351 46.43 646 12.16 
18,901 1,200 6.35 1,850 41.53 6.351 33.63 
42,664 5,156 13.49 23,021 53.96 8,646 20.21 
61.119 13,983 20.83 28,664 42.11 19,013 28.42 
189,419 25.309 1l.36 74,448 39.30 50,280 26.54 
100,026 13,300 13.30 22,986 22.98 40,400 40.39 
16,930 5.000 6.50 29.835 38.18 25,823 33.57 
1,014,831 56,908 5.61 504,426 49.11 200.101 19.12 
200.102 11,906 5.95 58,500 29.24 99,696 49.82 
380,810 46,824 12.30 189,040 44.64 17 ,681 20.40 
59,326 1,625 2.74 19,155 32.29 25,438 42.88 
41,1ll 5,220 11.08 18,443 39.15 11,564 24.55 
19,659 500 2.S4 9,500 48.32 4.JOO 2t.36 
114,481 8,038 7.02 37.928 33.13 40,268 35.11 
103,959 13,971 13.44 63,421 61.10 13,118 13.20 
11l,008 18,000 16.07 46,539 41.55 21,198 24.82 
121,192 14,660 12.10 55,532 45.82 21,000 22.28 
29,591 900 3.04 12,011 40.59 6,496 21.95 
161.541 26,468 15.80 64,405 38.44 52,524 31,35 
92,325 11.220 12.15 54,370 58.89 8,914 9.12 
91,469 11,900 19.51 35,421 38.12 24,432 26.11 
33,511 2,900 8.64 12.500 31.23 11,128 33.15 
20,985 5,299 25.25 1.32~ 34.90 3.206 15.28 
25,653 2,000 1.80 10,610 41.36 3,840 14.91 
51,231 8,800 5.41 21,141 41.28 9,821 19.17 
76,332 11,155 14.61 35,415 46,40 13,806 18.09 
3,554,041 341,195 9.17 1,596,067 44.91 876.550 24.66 
Operating % Operat-





























Note: The total cost figures refer to the sum of component costs (defined on p. 15) for operations 
and maintenance. They do not include capital costs or allowances for items such as 
bus purchase, leasing or depreciation. 
N 
.j::-
TABLE 10. SOME COMPARISONS OF SCHOOL TRANSPORTATION COSTS BETWEEN SCHOOL 
YEARS 1972-1973 AND 1973-1974 FOR 27 TEXAS SCHOOL DISTRICTS 
Increase in Increase in Total 
Total Cost as Pupils Transported Operating Cost Operating Cost 
a % of 72-73 as a % of 72-73 as a % of Total as a % of Total 
District Name Total Total 72-73 73-74 
Abilene 18.08 -1.41 25.20 25.11 
Alamo Heights 14.06 5.58 15.18 18.09 
Albany 18.49 6.92 14.48 18.49 
Amarillo 21. 71 23.74 16.24 12.28 
Andrews 0.99 0.00 7.75 8.04 
Arlington 4.31 1.51 15.95 20.79 
Canyon 13.51 2.90 21.65 23.33 
Columbia-Brazoria 10.80 6.67 19.11 21.15 
Dallas County -2.59 -3.19 23.98 24.97 
Deer Park 24.30 0.20 13.67 14.99 
E1 Paso 13.60 12.96 11.52 17 .66 
Fort Stockton -0.55 11.90 25.23 22.09 
Goliad 10.19 -5.91 16.74 25.23 
Henrietta 6.33 4.00 24.55 27.77 
Hereford 22.02 1.67 20.40 24.68 
Lubbock 25.34 8.86 7.48 12.26 
Mesquite 26.27 8.20 7.37 17.56 
Port Arthur 8.96 2.16 18.88 19.80 
Rankin 22.18 -6.02 29.17 34.42 
Richardson 24.89 19.58 7.25 14.41 
San Antonio 24.56 9.08 16.28 19.24 
San Angelo 23.52 14.61 13.60 15.00 
Spearman -1.02 4.57 14.80 20.98 
Temple 11. 72 1.25 18.87 24.57 
Wall 30.56 6.12 25.93 35.87 
Waxahachie 40.32 6.25 24.27 34.09 
Ysleta 0.32 -9.83 15.18 20.90 --------- -----
Average 15.29 4.90 17.43 20.66 
TABLE 11. COMPARISON OF GASOLINE PRICES FOR SCHOOL YEARS 1972-73 
AND 1973-1974 FOR SELECTED TEXAS SCHOOL DISTRICTS 
73-74 Sept. 73-74 May 
District Name 72-73 Price (¢) Price (¢) Price (¢) 
Abilene 16.66 21.30 34.50 
Alamo Heights 32.70 32.70 49.50 
Albany 18.40 18.70 32.60 
Amarillo 17.95 17.95 35.90 
Andrews 18.55 25.90 38.90 
Arlington 20.50 27.18 39.98 
Canyon 18.50 20.00 36.00 
Co1umbia-Brazoira 20.95 27.48 41.60 
Dallas County 34.40 32.60 39.60 
Deer Park 18.50 18.50 35.00 
E1 Paso 17.70 25.20 35.70 
Fort Stockton 21.09 21.09 21.09 
Goliad 18.75 18.75 29.65 
Henrietta 18.54 27.70 37.10 
Hereford 17.95 19.75 34.60 
Lubbock 17.95 23.00 38.50 
Mesquite 22.90 25.10 37.30 
Port Arthur 19.95 23.70 32.30 
Rankin 19.22 26.50 34.00 
Richardson 16.50 35.00 34.30 
San Antonio 31.90 33.90 48.90 
San Angelo 15.19 20.19 36.47 
Spearman 19.00 24.00 32.90 
Temple 17 .90 17.90 24.50 
Wall 18.90 24.20 39.50 
Waxahachie 18.90 23.00 42.50 
Ys1eta 22.80 24.20 33.50 
25 
compares the unit prices paid in each of the two years for gasoline by 
the 27 districts. In general, 1972-73 prices were stable and much lower 
than 1973-74 prices, which varied (and rose) during the year. A very 
few districts like Fort Stockton were lucky enough to have gasoline 
contracts which continued 1972-73 prices through 1973-74. These districts 
will also be experiencing increased operating costs in the coming school 
year. 
Table 12 shows that temporal variation in unit bus drivers' 
salaries can also be quite large. Inflationary pressure is also a 
probable cause here. Additionally, the statewide trend toward more 
intensive training of drivers and the desire to increase driver longevity 
is a factor. This factor mitigates unequally among the various districts, 
which helps to account for the widely varying temporal changes in unit 
bus drivers' salaries among the 27 districts. 
The above discussions point toward two conclusions. Costs vary 
widely in amount and distribution across the state and they are generally 
increasing with time. These conclusions have great implications for the 
relevance of the present formula and for the job any new formula must do. 
EXPANDED SAMPLE 
Data from the 335 districts in the expanded sample is arrayed in 
Tables B2 and B3 in Appendix B. Once again, diversity is the byword for 
the same reasons outlined above. All of these data are for school year 
1972-73, so no temporal comparisons are available. Note that the cost 
data in Table B2, as with all data discussed so far, does not include any 
bus replacement costs. 
SUMMARY 
Two factors are brought sharply into focus in this chapter: 
(1) statewide, the present funding system is not meeting the costs incurred 
in pupil transportation in Texas and \2) school transportation costs vary 
greatly from district to district and over time. 
Diversity between districts was tied to five factors: 
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TABLE 12. COMPARISON OF BUS DRIVERS' SALARIES MONTHLY SALARIES FOR 
SCHOOL YEARS 1972-1973 AND 1973-1974 FOR SELECTED TEXAS 
SCHOOL DISTRICTS 
District Name 72-73 Salary ($) 73-74 Salary ($) 
Abilene 150 180 
Alamo Heights ~46 261 
Albany 121 13' 
Amarillo 181 280 
Andrews 392 392 
Arlington 166 176 
Canyon 106 120 
Columbia-Brazoria 127 151 
Dallas County 132 135 
Deer Park 186 200 
E1 Paso 225 244 
Fort Stockton 180 180 
Goliad 147 154 
Henrietta 120 120 
Hereford 144 157 
Lubbock 229 275 
Mesquite 150 175 
Rankin 222 267 
Richardson 154 169 
San Antonio 197 224 
San Angelo 165 173 
Spearman 156 156 
Temple 165 175 
Wall 134 131 
Waxahachie 140 145 
Ys1eta 230 197 
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(1) geographic/demographic diversity, 
(2) variability in percent of ADA transported, 
(3) variability of local cost factors, 
(4) variability in local expertise available, and 
(5) temporal variability of cost factors. 
In the next chapter, the present formula is presented and its 
shortcomings are discussed in light of the actual school transportation 
costs presented in this chapter. Particularly critical in the evaluation 
is the ability of the current formula to reflect actual costs incurred by 
school districts. 
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CHAPTER FOUR: EVALUATING THE CURRENT ALLOCATION OF 
SCHOOL TRANSPORTATION FUNDS 
THE PRESENT FORMULA 
The formula presently in use for funding school transportation in 
Texas is shown in Figure 1. Its main feature is that payments are made on 
a per route basis. The amount of each route's allotment is varied in 
accordance with the number of eligible pupils riding that bus. An 
eligible pupil is defined as one who resides at least two miles by the 
shortest road link from the school he attends. Additional variation in the 
allotment is afforded by deviation from the assumed statewide average 
route length of 45 to 55 miles and/or by a district having more than 
40 percent of its mileage on dirt roads (which rarely, if ever, occurs 
today. ) 
As stated in Figure 1, the transportation allotments are meant to 
account for the costs of maintenance, operations, salaries, and deprecia-
tion of equipment (mainly buses) to the district. Note that the maximum 
base allotment for a given route is $3,276 per year, with 72 eligible 
pupils on that route. The minimum capacity route funded is 15 eligible 
pupils, which earns the district a base allotment of $2,196. For routes 
carrying less than 15 eligible pupils, current practice allows $75 
annually per eligible pupil. Such a situation is apparently assumed to 
fall within the "isolated areas" provision shown under (g) in Figure 1. 
Under current law, all school transportation systems are subject to 
review by the state commissioner of education, who is charged with enforcing 
efficiency of system structure. No new routes may be added to any system 
without a review of the entire local system. The district is then charged 
with running the system as approved by the state in an economical manner. 
As an alternative to operating its own school transportation 
system, or as a supplement to its school transportation system, a district 
may opt to contract with a public transportation company for school 
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16.56. CALCULATION Of ALLOmENT 
(a) The total annual regular transportBtion cost allotment for each district 
or county shall be ba5ed u~on the rules and formulas of this section. 
(b) A typical bus route is defined as being from <15 to 55 miles or daily travel 
and composed of 60 perc>:nt surfaced roads and 40 percent di rt roads. over ~/i1i eh 15 
or more pupils who 1 i\'e b:o or man;! mile:; from school are transported. 
(c) Allowable total base costs of maintenance, operations, salaries, depre-
ciation, etc., for each bus shilll be: 
72 capac i ty bus 
60-71 capacity bus 
49-59 capacity bus 
42-~8 capacity bus 
30-41 capaclty bus 
20-29 capacity bus 
15-19 capacity bus 
$3,276 per year 
3,156 per year 
3,036 per year 
2,916 per year 
2,796 per year 
2.676 per year 
2,196 per year 
(d) The capacity of a bus means the number of eligible children being trans-
ported ~Iho live tHO or more miles from school along tile approved route served t,y 
the bus. A bus that makes two or more routes or serves two or more schools sha 11 
be considered as having a capacity equal to the largest number of eligible chilol'en 
on the bus at anyone time. 
(e) For each one percent increase of dirt road above 40 percent, one-half of 
one percent shall be added to the allowable total cost. 
(t) for each five miles ( or major fraction thereof) increase in daily bus 
travel above 55 miles, one percent shall be added to the total cost of operation, 
For each five miles (ornajor fraction thereof) less than 45 miles daily trilvel, 
one percent shall be deducted from the total cost of operation. 
(9) The state cor.~issioner of education may grant not to exceed $75 per pupil 
per yea, for private or commercial transportation for eligible pu~ils frem isolated 
areas. The need for this type of transpol'tation grant shall be determined on an in-
dividual basis a~d the amour.t gr~nteo shall not exceed the actual cost. Such grcnts 
shall be made only in extreme hardship cases, and no such grants shall be made if 
the pupils live within two miles of an approved school bus route or city public 
transportation service. 
Subsec. (cl amended by Acts 1971, 62nd Leg., p. 150B, ch. 405, Section 30, 
Effective May 26, 1971. 
Source: Texas Education Code, page 181 and 182. 
FIGURE 1. FOUNDATION SCHOOL PROGRAM 
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transportation services. However, such a contract must be "economically 
advantageous" to the district. This in effect means that such a contract 
cannot be approved unless its cost is less than the total allotment for 
that district would be if the district operated its own system. 
The above relates to "regular" transportation - the transportation 
of the typical pupil to and from the school he or she regularly attends. 
Provision is also made under Texas law for funding other types of transpor-
tation, namely, special education, vocational, and bilingual. Special 
education transportation is the transportation of exceptional (handicapped) 
children who are unable to utilize existing school transportation facilities 
and who would not be able to attend the exceptional children class unless 
this transportation was provided. The current allotment for this transpor-
tation is a flat grant per qualifying pupil of $150 annually. Transporta-
tion to and from vocational and bilingual classes which occur at a place 
other than the campus of regular attendance is now being funded at a locally 
determined cost per bus mile. (Funding of these types of transportation 
began after the initiation of this research and so is not addressed by it.) 
Finally, it should be noted that under current law, funding of 
school transportation is paid "off the top" of a district's state 
allocation; that is, if a district is entitled to any state money under 
the Minimum Foundation Program, the transportation entitlement is funded 
first and until it has been 100 percent reimbursed before any other allot-
ments of the program are addressed. This procedure applies to all the 
transportation allotments discussed above. 
EVALUATION OF THE PRESENT FORMULA 
Adequacy of Funds 
An evaluation of the present formula must address the issues of 
adequacy of funds and equity in their distribution. It is generally 
conceded that the present formula underfunds most districts' needs. 
Evidence for this was presented in Chapter III. The average state 
allocation for all expenditures amounts to 23¢ per student per day. Over 
70 percent of the school districts in the detailed sample exceed this in 
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maintenance and operations (M & 0) costs alone. An examination of Table B2 
(Appendix B) shows that of the 335 districts in the expanded sample only 
45 exhibit a per route cost for M & 0 alone of less than $3,276, the 
highest base allotment for all costs under the present formula. 
If it is merely underpayment which is causing problems with the 
present formula, an obvious solution is to increase the base allotments. 
This has occurred from time to time since the formula's inception in 
1951. These increases were presumeably granted to reflect changing cost 
levels. However, there is no evidence that any study was conducted to 
determine the appropriate amount of these increases. Thus, it is not 
known today how these allotments relate to costs actually incurred by 
districts in operating a route of a given description. More specifically, 
the following things are not known: 
(1) how much it costs to run a bus of a given size over an 
average route. Thus, there are no bases for the amounts 
given in Figure I, paragraph (c). 
(2) whether a one percent change in cost is incurred for a 
five-mile change in average route length [Figure I, 
paragraph (f)]. 
(3) whether, for routes with less than 15 students, transportation 
costs amount to $75 per student [Figure 1, paragraph (g)]. 
Note also that a l4-pupi1 route would fund a district at $1,050 regardless 
of mileage, but a l5-pupil route is funded at $2,196, plus or minus 
mileage corrections. Thus, the addition of one student doubles the funding. 
A second possibility is to obtain such information by repeating 
the type of analysis presumeab1y conducted in the initial development of 
the 1951 formula. Although little information is available about this, 
one source has indicated that data was gathered which allowed determina-
tion of the length of a "typical route" and the costs of hauling various 
numbers of pupils over such a route. Utilizing this information the base 
allotment for each capacity range was established. 
If this route bases for allocating funds is to be continued, 
at the least a major overhaul in the definition of an average route is 
required. This follows from the following facts: 
(1) In the present formula, a typical bus route is defined as 
between 45 and 55 miles long, with 40 percent on dirt roads 
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[Figure 1, paragraph (b»). Table 2 shows the average route 
length to be over 60 miles at present, and only a small 
amount is on dirt roads. 
(2) The highest load factor allowed by the formula is 72 
students per route. Table 2 shows that the present average 
number of pupils per route is 74. 
However, several factors mitigate against utilizing a "typical 
route" as the basis for the distribution of transportation funds. It is 
likely that school transportation in 1951 was a rather "rural" enter-
prise, and complex urban systems did not greatly affect financial consid-
erations. Thus, a uniform cost figure for a given route was probably 
deriveable. Unfortunately, this may not be the case today. Because of 
marked variability between school districts, a formula of the present 
type is unable to reflect accurately variations in local costs. This 
leads to the question of equity in the distribution of funds. 
Equity of Distribution 
Though adequacy could perhaps be addressed by increasing the base 
allotments of the current formula, such a strategem would do nothing to 
enhance equity. The current formula is inequitable in its distribution 
of transportation funds primarily due to its inflexibility with regard to 
the factors causing variability in local costs. Also a source of inequity 
is the 100 percent funding of transportation allotments off the top, which, 
given adequacy of funds, provides no reward for efficiency nor any 
deterrent to inefficiency in operating a local system. 
One source of variability between districts lies in the types of 
routes operated by different districts. The "typical route" concept 
suggests one morning and one evening run over a route. However, many 
districts (mostly in urban areas) find it necessary to make multiple 
runs in the afternoon due to staggered ending times of school days at 
the various school levels. Multi-loop routings of one bus to serve more 
than one area and/or campus is also prevalent among urban systems. Also, 
trips during the day to a specialized school (for instance, a centralized 
science facility) are not easily incorporated into a typical route format. 
A second source of variation in local costs, which was demonstrated 
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in Chapter III, is geographic and demographic diversity among the 
school districts. It is logical to assume that districts with high 
population density, and thus high pupil areal density, in all probability 
would have shorter routes, with higher load factors. Districts with low 
pupil areal density would be expected to run longer routes and achieve 
lower load factors. This generalization is tempered by the area of the 
district in question since small area districts will not in general 
experience long route lengths even if pupil areal density is low. A 
third factor, also shown in Chapter III, relates to variability in local 
costs for gasoline, administrative, maintenance and storage facilities and 
in salary scales. 
Another factor relating to local cost variability is temporal 
change in cost structures. Shifts in the national and regional economy 
can lead to changes in cost levels which affect school districts 
differentially. Only if these changes are carefully monitored from 
year to year can they be incorporated into a typical route format which 
truly reflects local costs. As indicated above, the failure to monitor 
such changes has led to a present formula which does not reflect the 
actual costs of student transportation. 
Finally, the question of changes in eligibility requirements for 
state support of student transportation must be addressed. The present 
eligibility limit is two miles; that is, pupils living less than two miles 
from the school they attend are not eligible for state funding of 
school transportation. Additional transportation costs associated with 
any reduction in this eligibility limit would not be accurately reflected 
by a formula of the present type. Often, population is denser within the 
two-mile limit than outside it (especially true in the "Town" category.) 
Lowering the eligibility limit would probably produce higher load factors, 
but these would be achieved at a proportionately lower expenditure of 
mileage than for pupils outside the two-mile limit. This would be caused 
by the denser pupil population and by the proximity of the additional 
pupils to their destination. The expected higher load factors would push 
the district to a higher funding level. Due to the fact that these 
additional pupils would be accommodated while the system ran proportionately 
fewer miles than it ran for pupils presently accommodated by the formula, 
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payments could be expected to increase out of proportion to the additional 
cost involved. 
It is difficult to incorporate all these factors into a "typical 
route" format without introducing a large number of "adjustments". 
In turn, these require extensive monitoring by the state. Where funding 
is made on a flat grant basis (as is the case with special education 
transportation) there is no allowance at all for local variability_ 
Conclusion 
The above discussion points to the need for restructuring state 
funding of school transportation in Texas. Current allocations do not 
meet current costs. Equity in fund distribution is not met. A method 
of funding which can accurately reflect the varying costs in varying 
locales in a simple, straightforward manner is required. A "typical 
route" funding approach is perhaps no longer relevant to present-day 
complex school transportation systems. A formula should be sought which: 
(1) reflects actual costs of student transportation, 
(2) accommodates variability between school districts in 
costs incurred, 
(3) can be adjusted to reflect temporal changes in cost 
structures, and 
(4) can incorporate changes in eligibility requirements. 
The "typical route" format of the present formula is unlikely to meet 
these aims. 
ALTERNATIVES TO THE PRESENT FORMULA 
What are the alternative methods available for funding school 
transportation? A survey of funding methods used by the other states 
(shown in Table B4 of Appendix B) shows that they all fall into one of 
four categories: 
(1) flat grant; 
(2) percentage grant, 
(3) actual or approved expenditures, and 
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(4) formula. 
The criticisms leveled against flat grant funding in the above 
discussions (p. 35), which also apply to the percentage grant, make the 
first two alternatives immediately unacceptable. Flat grants and 
percentage grants do not account for variability between school districts 
other than with respect to the number of pupils transported. Reimburse-
ment of actual expenditures embraces no equalization and may lead to 
abuse if self-reports are used as source data. This situation can be 
remedied by reimbursing only approved expenditures. but this requires 
very large central administration effort and expense. 
Again, consulting current practice of the several states (Table B4), 
six factors appear as bases for determining local entitlements in the 
various formulae employed: 
(1) number of pupils transported, 
(2) number of vehicles, 
(3) mileage run, 
(4) density measures, 
(5) road conditions, and 
(6) vehicle depreciation. 
In an exhaustive analysis of the detailed sample all of these 
factors and more were investigated as possible predictors of school 
district transportation costs. It was concluded from these analyses 
that, in a simple equation, density measures were best able to account 
for variability in costs. Similar analysis of the detailed sample 
reinforced this, as did current expert opinion in the field of school 
transportation. These analyses are discussed in the next chapter. 
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CHAPTER FIVE: INITIAL MODEL EXPLORATION 
An initial decision was made that the new formula would be based 
upon a mathematical equation which, given characteristics of a school 
district, would be capable of predicting its transportation costs. Multiple 
regression was chosen to derive this equation and decisions were necessary 
as to the independent (predictor) and dependent (criterion) variables to 
be utilized. The dependent variable had to comprise a measure of the 
costs incurred by a school district in transporting students. This could 
be expressed in absolute cost terms for all students, or as a unit cost 
in which costs are expressed per base unit, such as pupil, route, bus and 
mile. Total transportation costs of a school district, expressed either 
in absolute or in per unit terms, can also be subdivided into component 
cost categories, such as maintenance and running costs. The predictor 
variables may comprise measures of the transportation system operated, 
the school district served by the system, or the community within which 
the district is located. These various possibilities were explored using 
data from the first sample. The analyses, although not themselves 
statistically significant because of the small sample, gave some indica-
tion of the characteristics of the data and hinted at the predictive model 
and associated formula which was finally derived. 
MODEL FORMATS 
Component Cost Approach 
The initial modelling effort concentrated upon a component cost 
approach. The total transportation cost combining both regular and 
special transportation was divided into six components: (1) office 
costs; (2) bus drivers' salaries; (3) bus operating costs; (4) bus 
maintenance costs; (5) physical plant costs for bus garages and similar 
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large capital outlays other than for new buses; and (6) bus replacement 
costs. Because major capital outlays are not recurrent, components (5), 
physical plant improvements, and (6), bus replacement, were not addressed 
at this stage. For each of the remaining components a predictive equation 
was sought. Initial exploration concentrated upon three major forms, which 
are briefly outlined below. 
Absolute Cost With All Predictor Variables 
One set of models attempted to predict absolute costs for each 
cost component from a wide array of predictor variables measuring trans-
portation system and school district characteristics. The models explored 
are summarized below. 
Office Costs Model. The dependent variable in the office costs model was 
the total administrative and clerical costs reported by the district. 
Predictor variables considered included: 
(1) number of routes, 
(2) number of route systems (regular, special, ineligible), 
(3) number of regular pupils transported, 
(4) number of special education pupils transported, 
(5) percent of ADA transported, 
(6) transported pupil areal density, 
(7) regular linear density, 
(8) special linear density, 
(9) number of campuses served, and 
(10) pupil areal density. 
Bus Drivers' Salaries. The dependent variable for this model was the 
gross drivers' salaries paid by the district for the school year. 
Predictor variables considered included: 
(1) driver monthly salaries (or equivalent monthly salaries 
for those districts paying on an hourly basis), 
(2) number of regular routes, 
(3) regular average route length, 
(4) number of special education routes, 
(5) special education average route length, 
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(6) transported pupil areal density, 
(7) regular transported pupil areal density, 
(8) regular linear density, and 
(9) special education linear density. 
Operating Costs Model. Operating costs included gross gasoline (and 
sometimes oil) costs and bus insurance and driver bonding costs. 
Predictor variables for operating costs included: 
(1) unit gasoline price, 
(2) gasoline mileage, 
(3) daily route miles, 
(4) number of buses insured, and 
(5) average bus age. 
Maintenance Costs Model. An adjusted maintenance cost was used as the 
dependent variable for this model. The basic maintenance cost included 
mechanics' salaries, contracted maintenance and repair, and costs of 
parts and consumable maintenance supplies. This basic maintenance cost 
was adjusted for the portion of total annual bus mileage that was expended 
on co-curricular travel. Predictor variables for maintenance cost included: 
(1) daily route mileage, 
(2) average bus age, 
(3) transported pupil areal density, 
(4) pupil areal density, 
(5) regular linear density, 
(6) unpaved route mileage, 
(7) number of buses run by district, 
(8) number of pupils transported, and 
(9) maintenance salary per daily route mile. 
Results of these analyses were less than satisfying. Relatively 
high R2 values were obtained, but this was a consequence of the large 
number of variables relative to observation units and the marked size 
differences between the sample school districts. Size related variables 
such as number of students transported and total miles traveled dominated 
to the exclusion of other factors, leading to differential costs between 
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school districts. Furthermore, the large variability within the data 
vectors caused acute amplification of tendencies not accounted for by the 
form of the regression equation. Thus, the predicted cost for specific 
school districts could be way out of line with actual costs incurred. To 
overcome these problems a unit-cost approach was explored. 
Unit Costs With All Predictor Variables 
below: 
The unit costs examined for each cost component are listed 
(1) office cost - office cost/pupil and 
office cost/route; 
(2) bus drivers' salaries - drivers' salaries/route; 
(3) operating cost - operating cost/route and 
operating cost/mile; 
(4) maintenance cost - maintenance cost/bus and 
maintenance cost/mile. 
Even after removing size as a dimension of variability, there 
were still major differences between school districts in costs incurred for 
transportation. Attempts to account for these variations were relative'ly 
unsuccessful. Of the many variables utilized various measures of pupil 
density within school districts appeared most consistently as important 
predictors in the regression equations. 
Total Cost Approach 
Lack of success with the component cost approach led to consolida-
tion of these costs into a single, total cost figure. 6 Experience with 
the component costs also suggested that total cost should be expressed 
on a per unit basis and that various measures of pupil density might be 
relatively successful in predicting_per unit total transportation costs. 
6 
Total cost or total maintenance and operations costs in this context 
refers to all costs incurred in running the school transportation system 
~e~x~c~e~p~t~f~o~r~ capital outlays or allowances for bus purchase or physical 
plant. It refers to the sum of cost components 1 through 4 as listed on p. 36. 
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Three different density measures were explored: 
(1) linear density - pupils transported daily per route mile; 
(2) transported pupil areal density - pupils transported daily 
per square mile of school district area; 
(3) pupil areal density - district average daily attendance 
(ADA) per square mile of district area. 
It was found that linear density was the best predictor of per 
unit total costs. When this was calculated for the entire transportation 
syste~ including both regular and special,students an R2 of .54 was 
achieved between this density measure and total transportation costs 
per pupil transported. Other density measures possessed a somewhat 
lower predictive ability. 
CONCLUSIONS FROM THE FIRST SAMPLE 
Failure of the Component Cost Approach 
It was apparent that the component cost approach was unlikely to 
be satisfactory. Not only did it fail to achieve adequate predictive 
models, but a careful consideration of all ramifications exposed a 
number of other shortcomings: 
(1) It would involve several equations with different predictor 
variables. This would require more arduous data collection 
both for further evaluation and for eventual implementation. 
Experience had shown that such detailed data is hard to 
obtain with accuracy. 
(2) It would involve several formulae of non-uniform form. 
This would be unwieldly to implement and use, and harder 
to press through the political process to an eventual law. 
(3) Parity of the various components between school districts 
would be particularly hard to establish. Distribution of 
the transportation dollar between different cost components 
is a local decision based upon local conditions. It would 
be difficult to predict and undesireable to control on 
a statewide basis. 
(4) Because of the difficulties of obtaining data, and the 
local decisions as regards distribution of funds between 
cost components it would be difficult to establish the 
financial impact upon the state of a component cost set 
of formulae. 
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Separation of Regular and Special Education Transportation 
Initial model exploration used cost figures which combined both 
regular and special education transportation. By law, these are required 
to be two separate systems. For two major reasons it was concluded that 
special education transportation should continue to be separated from 
regular transportation. First, initial model exploration suggested that 
the per pupil costs of special education transportation are considerably 
higher than for regular transportation - a situation to be expected on 
logical grounds. Thus, differentials between school districts in costs 
per pupil transported could be partly attributed to the proportion of 
special education to regular students. Separating these categories would 
remove this source of variability. Secondly, a long, hard struggle had 
been waged to obtain a separate allocation for special education transpor-
tation so a combined formula, no matter how good, would probably meet 
strong political opposition. 
The decision to separate special education from regular transpor-
tation had an important impact on cost data reliability, especially for 
the expanded sample. In all but a very few cases, it was impossible to 
separate regular transportation costs from special education transporta-
tion costs at the district level. This situation had initially mitigated 
against separation. However, the apparent need to do so necessitated 
finding some means of assigning a proper portion of total cost to each 
function in those districts which operated both types of systems. The 
method chosen split the total cost according to the proportion of total 
daily route mileage that each system contained. It was felt that cost/mile 
would be the most uniform variable that was available across both systems. 
Conversations with administrators in districts which operate both types of 
systems supported this view. 
General Format of the New Formula 
It was concluded from the initial model exploration that the 
new formula should take the form of an equation predicting total 
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maintenance and operations costs per some relevant unit from density 
measures of the school district. This involved three decisions: 
(1) to utilize one total rather than several component costs, 
(2) to utilize a per unit rather than an absolute total cost 
measure, and 
(3) to utilize density variables as predictors of per unit 
total cost. 
Reasons for utilizing a total rather than a component cost model were 
outlined above and those for the other decisions are discussed below. 
Utilization of a per unit rather than an absolute cost measure was 
based upon several factors. First, it emphasizes differential costs 
experienced by school districts operating transportation systems of 
similar magnitude. Much of the dissatisfaction with the current formula 
derived from its failure to incorporate these differentials. Secondly, 
the overall school funding program, of which the transportation formula 
was a part, was stressing a "weighted pupil" approach to state assistance 
in education. Under this approach state monies are allocated to districts 
based upon the differential needs of individual pupils within the district. 
If it were based upon costs per pupil the transportation formula would 
parallel other segments of the proposed funding program. 
The emphasis upon densities as appropriate predictors for trans-
portation cost had four bases. First, densities provide an overall indica-
tion of the spatial distribution of students within the school district, 
and this distribution will have a marked impact upon the distances which 
must be covered to collect students and hence upon the overall transporta-
tion costs. Second, densities provide some indication of the nature of 
the community within which school districts are located. Third, densities 
can be calculated from data which is readily obtainable from school 
districts, and furthermore, this data is not greatly dependent upon the 
precise nature of the transportation system operated by a school district. 
Fourth, structuring of the local system can be left to local discretion, 
which can tailor the transportation system to meet the particular 
circumstances in a given school district. 
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CHAPTER SIX: SPECIFICATION OF FORMULA 
Analysis of the detailed sample sugges~ed the general form of the 
model for predicting school district transportation costs. Based upon 
this, data was collected for an expanded sample incorporating approximately 
one-third of the school districts engaged in transportation in the state. 
This data set was utilized to determine the final model and associated 
formula for allocating state funds to local districts.
7 
In the sections 
which follow some general relationships between the variables collected 
for the expanded sample are discussed and then used to determine a pre-
dictive equation for maintenance and operating (M & 0) costs of regular 
transportation. Models for special education transportation and bus 
replacement are then outlined. 
CORRELATIONS BETWEEN VARIABLES 
Correlations between some of the variables collected in the 
expanded sample are shown in Table 13. Several conclusions can be drawn 
from this matrix. First, there are high positive correlations between 
total transportation cost and both total miles and pupils transported. 
This illustrates the predominance of size as the factor determining 
transportation system costs. Also note that pupils and miles are 
themselves highly correlated. 
The correlations between per unit costs (transportation cost per 
pupil and per mile) and the corresponding measures of absolute system 
size indicate scale economies exist if per unit costs decrease with 
increasing system size. This is apparently the case for transportation 
cost per pupil since it correlates negatively with total pupils transported 
(r =~285) and number of miles driven (r = -.175). 
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A final point to note is the fairly high correlation between unit 
costs and linear density. The negative correlation with cost per pupil 
suggests that as linear density increases fewer miles are run for each 
student transported and cost per pupil are thus reduced. Ths positive 
correlation with cost per mile suggests that as linear densities increase 
the higher load factors and increased stop and go driving force cost -
per-mile up. 
Plots of the physical data against the cost data suggest that 
most of the relationships discussed above are non-linear in form. This 
indicates that the predictive relationships between the variables are 
stronger than is indicated by the values in Table 13,which assume a 
linear form. 
MODEL FORMULATION FOR REGULAR TRANSPORTATION 
MAINTENANCE AND OPERATION 
Criterion Variable 
Given the conclusion derived from the initial model exploration 
that the criterion, cost-measuring variable should be in a per unit form 
(see page 39), four possibilities existed: 
(1) transportation costs per pupil, 
(2) transportation cost per mile, 
(3) transportation cost per pupil per mile, and 
(4) transportation cost per bus route. 
Cost per route was eliminated from further consideration due to the 
desire to avoid direct route-related funding for reasons expressed in 
Chapter 4. Cost/pupil/mile was most heavily favored at the outset. 
Preliminary analysis had shown that pupils transported daily and daily 
route miles were the two biggest factors of variability in total cost. 
It was hoped that elimination of both would yield a unit cost quite 
accurately predictable with densities. There are two drawbacks to this 
unit cost however. First, Table 13 shows that pupils and miles them-
selves are very highly correlated (r = 0.913). Thus, removing the effect 
of one from total cost by division essentially removes the effect of the 
other. Also, if cost/pupil/mile is the unit cost predicted by the formula, 
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then the cost allocation for the district would be obtained by multiplying 
this unit cost by the number of pupils transported daily and the number of 
daily route miles. This arrangement would be an incentive for inefficiency, 
as more miles would mean more money. Thus, more miles than necessary 
might be built into the system. Finally, because data was available only 
for total vehicle miles and number of students transported independently, 
a true measure of student-miles transported could not be obtained. To do 
so would require knowledge of how far each individual student was 
transported. This information was not possessed by the school districts. 
Of the remaining two unit costs, cost per mile has higher 
correlations with both linear density and pupil areal density than cost 
per pupil (Table 13). Unfortunately, it also suffers from the problem 
discussed above, being an incentive for inefficiency. Cost per pupil can 
be argued to be more "job-related". Transporting a given number of pupils 
is the point of the whole process--miles traveled are incidental to 
accomplishing that aim. Cost/pupil is also the criterion variable in 
some of the formulae used by other states. Thus, this unit cost was 
utilized as the dependent variable. 
Independent Variables 
The following predictors were considered: 
(1) pupils transported daily, 
(2) daily route miles, 
(3) linear density, 
(4) transported pupil areal density, and 
(5) pupil areal density, 
Daily route miles was eliminated from consideration almost immediately. 
If a positive relationship existed with costs per pupil this variable 
would provide an incentive for inefficiency by encouraging additional 
route miles to be run. A negative relationship would indicate certain 
economies of scale which are better handled through the pupils transported 
variable, given that the cost variable was expressed on a per pupil basis. 




A segmentation process which divided the school districts into 
internally homogeneous groups based upon a given criteria was also 
undertaken. Segmentation accomplishes several things. By separating 
districts into groups with similar cost problems or situations it allows 
more accurate predictions of costs within each segment or group than is 
possible with one model for the whole state. It also emphasizes the 
formula's attempt to incorporate differences between school districts in 
their transportation situation. Failure of the present formula to achieve 
this is a constant source of criticism. The process of segmentation 
requires selection of an appropriate factor or variable on which to 
differentiate districts and then determination of boundary values based 
on this variable for the groupings. 
Pupil areal density (PARDEN) was considered to be the most 
appropriate variable upon which to differentiate school districts. 
PARDEN is an indicator of the relative spatial distribution of students 
within a school districts. It is based upon all students in a district, 
unlike linear density and transported pupil areal density, which are 
based upon students actually transported. The number of students 
transported is a local decision since districts are not required to 
transport even eligible students (that is, those living more than two 
miles from their school), and they may transport ineligibles (those living 
within two miles), although this transportation is not eligible for state 
aid. Thus, PARDEN is an indication of the spatial distribution of 
students which is not "muddled" by varying local decisions. 
In addition, PARDEN is an indicator of the characteristics of the 
community within which the district is located. In general, higher PARDEN 
levels indicate urban districts and lower levels suggest rural areas. 
From the detailed cost data reviewed in Chapter III differential costs 
between urban and rural districts. For instance, bus drivers' salaries, 
which are the largest single component in maintenance and operating 
costs (Table 5), are associated with PARDEN (r=O.564). The indication is 
that PARDEN reflects local cost differentials associated not only with 
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spatial distribution of students but also with the type of community 
within which the school district is located. Consequently, it is an 
appropriate variable upon which to base 8egmentation. 
The variables most successful in predicting costs per pupil were 
considered to be the most appropriate factors to use in determining 
boundary values for district groupings on PARDEN. PARDEN segments would 
carry their pupil distribution significance no matter where splits were 
made in the PARDEN continuum. Thus, the problem of determining appropriate 
groupings becomes one of determining the best splits for purposes of 
predicting local costs. Two possibilities were apparent. The most 
obsious was to derive PARDEN segments so that each had districts with 
homogeneous costs per pupil. These segments would then be groupings with 
similar cost problems or situation. However, reported costs per pupil were 
subject to considerable error, as indicated in Chapter 2. Thus, the 
segments obtained may have been an artifact of errors in the cost data. 
The second possibility - the one actually utilized - was to derive PARDEN 
segments so that each would contain districts relatively homogeneous with 
respect to the predictor variables utilized in the final cost prediction 
formula. Theoretically, use of predictors for segmenting PARDEN should 
derive the groupings, based upon relatively reliable data, of districts 
with the most similar cost problems within PARDEN segments. Additionally, 
utilization of predicted cost (by means of predictor variables) rather 
than actual cost emphasized a value judgement inherent in utilizing 
a formula - namely, that predicted rather than actual costs are those 
which ought to be occurring. 
It should be emphasized that other approaches to segmentation may 
be used in lieu of the method outlined here. For instance, segmentation 
could be based upon a more subjective classification of school districts 
into rural, suburban and central city if it were felt that these were 
likely to reflect major cost differentials. Even if PARDEN is retained 
as the most appropriate variable upon which to base segmentation, other 
methods could be used to determine appropriate groupings on this variable. 
This might be achieved by simple inspection for major breaks in the continu-
um. Alternatively, cost per pupil could be used as suggested above. 
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A technique termed Automatic Interaction Detection8 was utilized 
to determine appropriate segments on the PARDEN variable based upon 
linear density (LD) - the predictor variable finally chosen for the model. 
This technique proceeds through a series of steps each of which asks 
"what single, two-way split on the PARDEN variable will account for the 
greatest amount of variability in LD?" After a split has been determined 
the question is repeated for each of the resulting groups. 
This analysis yielded six significant groupings (Figure 2). The 
first split divided PARDEN at 20.0,yielding groups with 68 data points on 
the high end and 263 data points on the low end. On the top branch 
(above 20.0), the second split occurred at a PARDEN value of 60.0,with 
42 data points in the upper range and 26 data points in the lower range. 
2 Both the low N's and a small increase in R precluded any more splitting 
on the upper branch. The lower branch (20.0 and below) split the second 
time at 3.0. Group N's of 144 for the upper range and 119 for the lower 
range were realized. Tertiary splits occurred at 8.0 on the upper branch 
and 1.5 on the lower branch, yielding modest R2 increases. 
MODEL ESTIMATION FOR REGULAR TRANSPORTATION 
MAINTENANCE AND OPERATIONS 
Plots of the predictor variables against the criterion variable, 
cost per pupil, indicated non-linear relationships in each case. Plots 
of log-log and semi-log transformations (Figures 3-10) suggested relation-
ships existed of the form 
In C/p = a + b In PRE (1) 
or 
In C/p = a + b PE (2) 
8 
John A. Sonquist, Elizabeth Lauh Baker and James N. Morgan. 
Searching for Structure~ Revised ed. Survey Research Center, Institute 
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for the log-log and semi-log relationships respectively, where 
e/p = cost per pupil, a = intercept, b = slope, PRE = the predictor 
variable in question. Both of these equations are viable candidates for 
analysis by linear regression. The transformed equations take the form 
e/p = (3) 
for the relationship of equation 1, and 
e/p bPRE = a e (4) 
for the relationship of equation 2. 
Consequently, two models were examined for each segment: 
ln e/p (5) 
and 
ln e/p = (6) 
where 
e/p = cost/pupil 
LD = linear density 
PUPILS = pupils transported daily 
TPARDN transported pupil areal density 
a. = regression coefficients l. 
When linear density (LD) was in the equation the contribution of 
transported pupil areal density (TPARDN) was insignificant in all segments. 
Presumably, segmentation on pupil areal density (PARDEN) and prediction 
with LD accounted for all of the information TPARDN could provide. Thus, 
TPARDN was dropped from the equation. Pupils transported daily (PUPILS) 
was statistically significant in each case but contributed little to 
explained variance (R2) and thus to predictive ability. This variable's 
. ib' R2 . f h 0 016 h 1 maXl.mum contr utl.on to l.n any 0 t e segments was. . T is smal 
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contribution was not considered to be worth the added effort and complexity 
which its inclusion in the formula would involve; thus it was omitted. It 
was also found that Equation 5 possessed a higher predictive ability, 
based on an analysis of the residuals and R2 values, than Equation 6. 
Consequently, the equation finally chosen to predict maintenance 
and operating costs of regular pupil transportation was 
C/p = aLDb 
where 
C/p = cost/pupil (predicted) 
a = intercept of the regression line 
LD linear density (actual) 
b = slope of the regression line 
The predictive equations for each of the six segments are given in Table 14. 
A detailed analysis of the predictions achieved by this equation relative 
to costs actually incurred is carried out in the next chapter. 
SPECIAL EDUCATION TRANSPORTATION 
There are two viable alternatives for handling special education 
transportation : (1) a formula similar to the regular transportation 
formula or (2) continuation of a flat grant per pupil at a level more 
reflective of existing costs. Both possibilities were explored by this 
research. 
Of the 331 districts in the sample, only 68 of them ran special 
education transportation systems during the 1972-73 school year. As this 
sample was small to begin with, and as the data was quite dubious, segmenta-
tion was not attempted. However, this should not be construed to imply 
that it was not considered relevant to special education transportation. 
A simple regression was performed on the entire sample of 68, with the 
results 




TABLE 14. PARDEN GROUPS AND THEIR COST FORMULAE 
GROUP NO. PARDEN RANGE EQUATION a R2 SAMPLE N 
1 o - 1.5 e/p = 48.2LD-· 7649 0.5483 66 
2 1.5 - 3.0 e/P = 49.4LD-· 7369 0.5716 53 
3 3.0 - 8.0 e/p = 53.3LD-· 5801 0.5457 99 
4 8.0 - 20.0 elp = 51.2LD-·
7532 0.5314 45 
5 20.0 - 60.0 e/p = 66. 5LD-' 8505 0.3898 26 
6 60.- and above elP = 71.1LD-· 7405 0.5696 
aThese equations provide predictions of total maintenance and operations costs per pupil 









R2 = 0.6929 
The R2 for this equation was fairly high, indicating good possibilities 
that one model can, in fact, handle the entire state. 
It must be remembered that the data for special education transpor-
tation is extremely suspect, since special education transportation costs 
were derived using a mileage ratio between regular and special education 
systems. As there is no mandate for, and thus no machinery to accommodate, 
records of special education mileage, this data vector may also be 
subject to severe error. At best, the above points to the possibility 
that the formula used for regular transportation will also work for 
special education transportation. Confirmation of this must await 
better data. 
The other approach to funding special education transportation is 
to continue the present flat grant per pupil transported. The problem 
here is to determine the appropriate level for this grant. A possibility 
is to use the average actual cost/pupil for the 68 districts in this 
sample. This is about $260.00 but is subject to the same errors of cost 
derivation as the formula. No other guidelines are presently available to 
help in determining the proper level of this grant. Again, a realistic 
determination must await a cleaner set of data. 
BUS REPLACEMENT MODEL 
A model was also constructed to determine an annual bus replace-
ment allotment for each district. This model provides values for four 
items: 
(1) the number of buses a district is eligible to claim for 
replacement funding, 
(2) an annual depreciation allowance based upon the expected 
useful bus life, 
(3) the capacity of the buses to be funded, and 
(4) the applicable bus price for each capacity range. 
An approach similar to that used for predicting maintenance and 
operating costs was not possible. The approach there relied upon 
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predicting annual costs from variables descriptive of the school district. 
This assumes consistent annual costs. Buses, which involve major capital 
outlays, are not generally purchased on a consistent annual basis, nor is 
a depreciation allowance included in many school budgets or other records. 
Moreover, if actual bus purchases over a relatively long time period are 
used to indicate bus replacement costs, the data is confounded by 
expansion or contraction of the bus fleet. 
Number of Eligible Buses 
The maintenance and operating cost model suggested the possibility 
that linear density could be used to predict an expected "load factor" 
(pupils per bus) for each district. The time taken to run routes 
has an upper limit since students cannot be expected to spend an 
inordinate amount of time in transit. School districts with low linear 
density routes would be able to pick up fewer students within this time 
limit. Thus, low linear densities suggest lower load capacities. On the 
other hand, districts with high linear densities ,.;-QuId be able to pick 
up more students in the time period, thus suggesting that higher linear 
densities imply higher load capacities. If linear density successfully 
predicts load factors, then the predicted load factor for each district 
can be divided into the actual number of pupils transported daily to 
arrive at the number of buses allowed for each district. 
There are several sources of uncertainty in this approach. It 
is dependent upon the route structure occurring in situ. Also, in the 
next few years, standing riders will have to be eliminated in accordance 
with federal law. This will tend to drive load factors in high density 
districts down to a more uniform level (somewhere in the vicinity of 72) 
irrespective of linear density. Further problems will be addressed in 
Chapter 7. 
Besides LD, PUPILS and TPARDN were explored as predictors of 





LF = load factor (pupils/bus) 






pupils transported daily 
transported pupil areal density 
regression coefficients 
Including all terms this model had an R2 of 0.8592, but LD alone accounted 
for 0.8043 of this. For simplicity and form parallel to the maintenance 
and operation equation, a model with LD only was chosen to predict LF. 
The derived equation was 
LF = 58.9 LDO.06569 
where 
LF = load factor 
LD = linear density 
Translation of predicted load factor to number of operating buses for a 
district is accomplished by dividing the derived load factor into the 
actual number of pupils transported daily to arrive at a number of buses 
allowed. 
In addition to operating buses, a certain number of spares are 
required so that service is not interrupted and a proper maintenance 
program can be maintained. To determine the total number of buses, both 
operating and spare, a multiplier was applied to the number of operating 
buses. The value of this multiplier varies with the number of buses. After 
consultation with school transportation directors in the state concerning 
the ratio of spares to total fleet which is required to run a good 
preventive maintenance program, the following schedule was adopted: 
Number of Operating Buses 
1 - 9 
10 - 19 
20 - 29 








Expert opinion sets average bus life at between eight and twelve 
years. An argument for using a sliding scale based on average daily bus 
mileage can be made, but until better data on bus depreciation as it occurs 
in the field is available, a uniform 10 year life across the the state 
was used. Thus, the total number of buses determined above was divided by 
10 to determine the number of buses to be funded annually. 
Bus Capacity and Price 
The capacity of the buses to be funded was determined by the 
load factor derived earlier. It was set at the first standard manufacturers' 
rated capacity above the derived load factor. At present, these rated 
capacities are: 18, 24, 36, 48, 54, 60, 66, 72. 
Finally, the unit bus cost was determined from the current bid 
price for the size bus in question as obtained from the State Board of 
Control, the bus purchasing agent for school districts in Texas. These 
prices will automatically account for inflation, changing safety equipment,etc. 
Annual Allocation for Bus Replacement 
An annual allocation for bus replacement was obtained by multiplying 
the number of eligible buses to be funded annually by the appropriate unit 
price to determine the total bus replacement allowance for the district. 
Adding this allotment to that for maintenance and operating, the total 
transportation allotment for a district is obtained. How well these 
allotments meet the needs of the school districts of Texas is evaluated 
in the next chapter. 
CONTRACTED TRANSPORTATION 
The manner in which school districts are presently economically 
enjoined in most cases from contracting with local transit authorities 
was discussed in Chapter 4. It would be desirable for local districts to 
be free to bargain with any commerical carrier for any deal acceptable to 
the local district, irrespective of the cost. However, state participation 
in transportation funding should be limited to that predicted by the 
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formula on the same basis as districts operating their own systems. The 
process could operate as follows: 
(1) State and local officials determine the form and structure 
of an efficient school transportation system for the district 
in question as if the district were to operate the system. 
(2) The linear density of such a system is derived. 
(3) Payment for maintenance and operation, and for bus replace-
ment, is made on the basis of the linear density of that 
hypothetical system and the number of pupils transported. 
(If the commercial carrier is a public transit system which 
receives federal and/or state monies to purchase buses, the 
bus allowance should be deleted.) 
(4) The local district and the transit authority are then free 
to structure the system to their mutual satisfaction, with 
any costs to the district above the determined state 
allotment coming out of local funds. 
There is a second type of contracted transportation, which occurs 
most commonly in special education transportation. This is private 
transportation of the pupil by automobile, most often by the pupils' 
parents. The solution to an equitable payment here is a simple flat cost 
per mile. Automobile operating costs are fairly uniform across the 
state and driver time should not be at issue here. Contracting with 
parents to transport the pupil assumes a willingness to spend the time to 
drive the child to school and back. Of course, this system would involve 
determining proper mileage in each individual case. However, present data 
indicates that only a small number of cases occur in any given district. 
SUlfl1ARY 
This chapter developed the main components of the proposed 
formula for allocating funds to local school districts for student 
transportation. The formula comprises two main segments, with separate 
consideration being given in each for regular as against special 
education (handicapped pupil) transportation. Consideration is also 
given to handling contracted transportation in which school districts 
contract with independent agencies (either transit companies or parents) 
to provide pupil transportation. 
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The two main segments of the formula provide estimates for 
maintenance and operation (M & 0) costs and for bus replacement 
allowances. The M & 0 model takes the form of a simple equation which 
predicts the costs per pupil transported from the linear density 
(pupils per route mile) of the transportation network. The equation is 
independently estimated for six groupings of districts based upon 
their pupil areal density (pupils per square mile of the school district.) 
The second segment comprises a methodology for determining an annual bus 
replacement allotment for each district. This involves estimating the 
number of buses necessary to serve the district, the expected bus life, 
the capacity of the buses to be funded, and the applicable bus price 
for each capacity range. The following chapter evaluates these 
methodologies. 
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CHAPTER SEVEN: EVALUATION OF NEW FORMULA 
Evaluation implies some criteria against which the item in 
question is judged. While detailed criteria such as those used to 
evaluate the present formula are valuable, two questions carry the 
greatest weight in ultimately evaluating the formula: 
(1) Does the formula accurately predict the funding needs 
of Texas school transportation? 
(2) What are the prospects that it will continue to yield good 
predictions over the years? 
In the course of answering these two questions the type of detailed 
criticism which was aimed at the present formula will be directed at 
its proposed successor. Also considered are questions of ease of 
implementation. 
OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE COSTS OF REGULAR TRANSPORTATION 
Accuracy of Prediction 
2 The R values for each PARDEN group equation appear to be relatively 
low (Table 14). This is somewhat an artifact of the low N each sample group 
possesses but is not a point of great concern. The proof of adequate 
predictability lies in detailed analysis of cost residuals on a district-
by-district basis. These analyses are the subject of this section. 
Tables Cl-C6, in Appendix C,show the analyses which were performed. 
Listed are the district names, the PARDEN and LD of each, the actual and 
estimated cost/pupil, the actual total M and 0 cost and estimated total 
M and 0 cost (obtained by multiplying pupils times cost/pupil), and the 
total M and 0 cost residua~ both in absolute form and as a percent of 
actualM and 0 costs the ultimate evaluator of the accuracy of prediction. 
Also shown is the percent of the total school district budget expended on 
school transportation maintenance and operation for 1972-73 and the 
percent error in total district budget due to the error from actual costs 
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in the transportation allotment. At the end of each table are exhibited 
some statistics for the groups as a whole. 
Table 15 aggregates some statistics for all the PARDEN groups. 
Per district errors of total M and 0 cost range from about 16% to about 
26%, with the statewide average being about 20%. An "average" district 
experiences a dollar error ranging from about $5,000 in PARDEN 1 to about 
$30,000 in PARDEN 6. Two questions arise: (1) Is this 20% average error 
likely to continue to persist as the new formula is implemented?; and 
(~ If so, is 20% an acceptable average error? 
Hopefully, the answer to the first question is "no." The 
unreliability of some of the data has already been pointed out (Chapter 2). 
The major problem is that auditing procedures in the field are not 
designed to cope with the concepts involved in this formula, but are 
aimed at providing the necessary information for the present formula. It 
is highly probabl~ that official data gathering by TEA for implementation 
of this new formula will provide better results. It should also be 
noted that PARDEN 5 and PARDEN 6 contained a high proportion of districts 
with special transportation systems, so the previously discussed method 
of dividing costs could be a possible large source of error. 
Besides standardization of data, other means of improving the 
predictability of the formula are available. Although it is expected that 
segmentation has accounted for much of the variability in local cost 
factors, standardization of bus drivers' salaries should remove a large part 
of the remaining variability. The detailed sample showed bus drivers' 
salaries composing about 45% of the total maintenance and operation budget 
for transportation. Further reduction in variability could probably be 
gained from implementation of a standard criterion for determining an 
efficient school transportation system in any given local situation, a 
judgement presently in the hands of TEA inspectors. A possible uniform 
criterion might be computerized routing, now being experimented with by 
the Austin Independent School District amongst others. Implementation of 
such a system at a regional level might go far toward eliminating the 
effect of variable local expertise as it pertains to route structuring. 
Although it appears that prospects are good for a reduction of 
the 20% average error as the formula become operational, what if this is 
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TABLE 15. SOME MEASURES OF ACCURACY OF PREDICTION FOR THE SIX PARDEN GROUPS 
Average CIP Average Cost Total of District 
Error Per Error Per Absolute Cost 
PARDEN GrouE. District ($) District ($) Errors ($) Percent of TC 
1 34.300 4,752 313,657 25.6 
2 20.209 5,317 281,795 21.8 
3 10.643 5,811 575,319 16.9 
4 9.052 8,721 392,459 16.3 
5 9.981 19,623 510,191 21.1 
6 9.088 28,793 1,209,324 22.2 
-...J ..... 
Statewide 3,282,745 20.3 
not realized? Tables CI-C6 show that the error in the total district 
budget which the error in transportation allotment creates is extremely 
small. The largest value is 3.57. With possibilities apparent for 
reduction of even these small amounts, it may be concluded that the 
errors experienced are not severe. 
Temporal Validity 
Temporal validity of the new formula is the second major concern 
of this evaluation. This formula is highly sensitive to geographic-
demographic factors, both through the formula predictors and through 
segmentation. Segmentation also achieves sensitivity to local cost 
factors. If gasoline price levels hold steady and if inflation of the 
national economy is brought under control, the formula could be expected 
to survive perhaps several years without adjustment of the coefficients 
and exponents, especially if the measures previously discussed are ad-
vanced to enforce more uniformity among school districts. At the very 
worst, the formula derivation process could be repeated each year. The 
simplicity of the formula would make this a relatively easy task if 
school districts are required to maintain appropriate records. Implementa-
tion of this formula envisions recalculating the coefficients and exponents, 
and possibly re-deriving the PARDEN groups, for the first few years of 
its operation. This would be monitored to determine intervals at which 
reformulation would be necessary. 
Another facet of temporal validity is the possibility of changes in 
eligibility rules. Presently, only students residing more than 2 miles 
from the school they attend are eligible for state reimbursed transporta-
tion. The new formula should be capable of incorporating any reduction in 
this limit. If the limit is lowered, system-wide linear density should 
increase due to the proximity of the new riders to their destinations and, in 
most cases, a higher pupil density in the region close to the school. Due 
to the decreased mileage required per pupil transported, cost per pupil could 
be expected to decrease, which is exactly what the formula would predict. 
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SPECIAL EDUCATION TRANSPORTATION 
An analysis of the residuals for the special education transporta-
tion formula is shown in Table C7 of Appendix C. Most of the comments 
made concerning regular transportation are applicable to the special 
education formula. An expanded data base may even open the possibility 
of segmentation. The question of a formula versus a flat grant must 
also be addressed. In general, a formula approach is superior since a 
flat grant is unable to account for local variability other than the 
number of pupils transported. 
BUS REPLACEMENT MODEL 
Table C8 in Appendix C shows how actual load factor compares 
with predicted load factor on a district-by-district basis and translates 
each into a number of buses for comparative purposes. With a few 
exceptions the predictions are quite accurate. Also shown in Table C8 
are the predicted bus replacement allotments for each district. One 
possibility for improving the accuracy of predictions lies in deriving 
a load factor equation independently for each PARDEN group, a course 
not pursued by the present research. 
The major problem with the proposed bus replacement model 
occurs in the prediction of load factor using linear density. The actual 
load factors used to derive the predictive equation are an artifact of 
the route systems which existed in the field during the 1972-73 school year. 
One would expect that linear density changes caused by enforcement of the 
no-standees rule or by implementation of computerized routing would be 
consistent with changes in load factors, but such an expectation is 
conjecture at this point. However, the fact that linear density does 
predict load factor well (R2 = 0.8043) for the sample in hand reinforces 
this conjecture. 
Another problem with the model is that 72 is the maximum 
capacity bus obtainable irrespective of the predicted load factor. 
This is the largest standard capacity bus normally used by Texas school 
districts. In those situations where the load factor is above 72 
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because of standees, load factor can be expected to be lowered over the 
next few years and, hopefully, a corresponding change in linear density 
will reflect this. Where load factors are high due to multi-loop 
routing or serving of several campuses by one bus, then apparently one 
bus is all that is needed to accomplish this task no matter how many 
total pupils are transported by it during its running time. In light of 
these considerations,not providing funding for predicted load factors 
over 72 appears to be reasonable. 
INSURING EFFICIENCY 
In the case of both the maintenance and operation formula and the 
bus replacement model, a decreased linear density means more money for 
the district per student transported. A decreased linear density is 
obtained at the expense of running more miles for a constant number of 
pupils transported. This aspect of the two models tends to encourage 
inefficiency in the structuring of a local system. Thus, tight controls 
on the structuring of each local system may be required to avoid 
inefficient operation. This would strain TEA in implementing the new 
system. Of course, if computerized routing were adopted across the state, 
then a uniform standard of efficiency would be availab1~ but until that 
occurs another solution must be found. 
One possibility is to fund transportation costs on a state-local 
sharing basis in a manner like that for other allotments under the Minimum 
Foundation Program (MFP). Currently, if a district is entitled to any 
aid under the MFP, transportation is funded at 100 percent of the district's 
transportation allotment before any other allotments are made. All other 
allotments are funded on a state-local sharing basis. If state-local 
sharing were applied to transportation, then the local districts would 
experience a real cost from the operation of their transportation system, 
even given the adequate level of funding this formula is expected to 
provide. This would provide a powerful economic incentive for efficiency, 




The proposed formula for maintenance and operations costs of 
school transportation has adequate predictive power and considerable 
sensitivity to local cost factors. Prospects are also good for adequate 
temporal validity. Predicted costs are directly and concretely related to 
factors causing them. This makes readjustment of predictive ability 
easy and straightforward should temporal effects so dictate. In 
accomplishing these tasks, the new formula is free of many of the problems 
plaguing the present formula. Based on the data in hand the bus 
replacement model shows promise of equitably funding bus replacement for 
the districts. Experience with operating both the operations and mainte-
nance model and the bus replacement model will be the final judge of 
their validity. In the process a methodology for insuring routing 
efficiency must be incorporated. 
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CHAPTER EIGHT: FINANCIAL IMPACT 
A very rudimentary financial impact analysis of the proposed 
new formula was performed for this study. It shows the costs which 
would have been incurred by the state had the new funding system been 
operative in the 1972-73 school year. These costs are compared with the 
actual state expenditures incurred during the 1972-73 school year for 
school transportation in Texas (Table 16). Estimated state expenditures, 
given the new funding system, would have been double those actually 
incurred. This result is not surprising since this research was generated 
by a feeling that school transportation is drastically underfunded in 
Texas. However, the analysis presented can probably be viewed as a 
"worst case." Most of the costs estimated for the new funding system 
are extremely liberal. Reasons for this will be exposed as the impact 
analysis is examined in the following paragraphs. 
REGULAR TRANSPORTATION 
Maintenance and operation cost estimates for regular transporta-
tion were obtained by extrapolating total costs for each PARDEN group 
on a statewide basis. An extrapolation factor was derived by dividing the 
expected statewide number of districts in each PARDEN group by the sample 
N for that group. The sample group costs were then multiplied by that 
factor to arrive at an estimate of statewide costs for that PARDEN group. 
These estimates are quite liberal for two reasons. First, as 
pointed out in Chapter 2 the costs of transporting ineligible pupils and 
the ineligible pupils themselves were included in the estimates because 
information to allow their exclusion was inadequate. Their presence 
inflates total cost levels above realistic state allotments for districts 
which transport ineligible pupils. Second, many of the districts included 
in this study are "budget balanced," that is, they are sufficiently 
wealthy to be ineligible for state aid under the Minimum Foundation Program. 
Again, these costs are additional to actual state expenditures for the year. 
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TABLE 16. SUMMARY OF FINANCIAL IMPACT OF NEW F1JNDING 
SYSTEM ON THE STATE 
ESTIMATED EXPENSES 
STATE N/ EXTRAPOLATION 
PARDEN GROUP SAMPLE N FACTOR 
1 241/66 3.65 
2 180/53 3.40 
3 309/99 3.12 
4 131/45 2.91 
5 84/26 3.23 
6 93/42 2.21 
SAMPLE 














Total estimated maintenance and operation costs - regular transportation $46,549,470 
Total estimated bus replacement allowance - regular transportation-
1038/331 - 31.4 X 4,194,401 $13,170,419 
Special education transportation estimated maintenance & operation 
costs - 18,357 pupils X $260 $ 4,772,820 
Special education transportation estimated bus replacement a11owance-
68/331 = 0.21 X 13,170,419 $ 2,765.788 
SUBTOTAL $67,258,497 
Private contracted transportation estimated a11owance-
0.001 X Subtotal 
Total estimated state expenses for reimbursable school transportation 
ACTUAL EXPENSES 
Actual regular transportation expenditures 
Actual special education transportation expenditures 
TOTAL Actual expenditures 
Excess expenditure due to use of new funding system 










An estimate of bus replacement total cost for regular transporta-
tion was obtained in a manner similar to that for maintenance and operation 
costs. From Table C8, the estimated bus replacement cost total for the 331 
districts included in the analysis was linearly extrapolated to 1,038 
districts, the total estimated number of transporting districts in the 
state. Again, this is likely to be a liberal estimate for the same 
reasons as outlined for maintenance and operation costs. 
SPECIAL EDUCATION TRANSPORTATION 
Special education maintenance and operation costs were estimated 
by multiplying the total number of special education pupils claimed for 
transportation funding (18,357) by the previously suggested flat rate 
of $260!pupil. There is no way to tell if this estimate is liberal or 
conservative compared to the money that the linear density formula would 
provide. 
Special education bus replacement was not considered earlier, but 
it is feasible that it could be funded in a manner similar to that for regular 
bus replacement, and this was assumed for the analysis. It is certain 
that an extremely liberal estimate was obtained by using a proportion of 
the total state regular bus replacement cost estimate equal to 68 
(the number of districts in the sample with special education transportation 
systems) divided by 331 ( the total number of systems in the analysis.) 
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Special education transportation systems are very rarely as extensive 
as regular systems, making this method of estimation quite liberal. 
CONTRACTED TRANSPORTATION 
No method was available for estimating private contracted transpor-
tation costs under the new system. A breakdown of actual expenditures for 
1972-73 showed that private transportation accounted for less than one-tenth 
of one percent of the total. It was assumed this situation would continue, 
so one-tenth of one percent of the total estimate for regular and special 
education transportation costs was added to that total. 
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SUMMARY 
The above description of the analysis method should demonstrate 
conclusively that cost estimates for the new funding system are liberal. 
This "worst case" estimate is 227.7 percent of the present state expendi-
tures. That is, over two and a quarter times as much money would have 
been disbursed by the state for student transportation had the proposed new 
formula been in operation in 1972-73. Can the state afford this level 
of funding for school transportation? That is a value judgement for the 
legislature to pass upon. Presently, costs are being borne by local 
school districts. However, when clean data is input into the models and 
realistic costs are determined, the expense of an equitable, workable, 
realistic school transportation funding system will be less severe than 
appears here. 
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CHAPTER NINE: CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS FOR LEGISLATION 
Many varied ideas on handling state funding of school transportation 
have been advanced through the course of this report. The main conclusions 
are presented here, along with recommendations for further study. These 
conclusions are also translated into recommendations for legislation. 
CONCLUSIONS FROM RESEARCH 
The main conclusion from this research is that a proper function of 
linear density can predict cost per pupil of school transportation with 
adequate accuracy. It is recommended that proper data collection through 
official Texas Education Agency channels be carried out statewide and that 
the analyses outlined in this research be repeated to confirm this conclusion. 
A second, but perhaps no less important, conclusion of this research 
is that segmentation of the school districts in the state based on areal 
density of the entire pupil population can enhance the ability of the 
basic formula to predict local costs. It was also concluded that, given the 
theoretical relationship between linear density and local costs, using 
linear density as the criterion of this segmentation yields the areal 
density groupings which most definitively account for variations in local 
costs. It is also recommended that the six groups of districts defined by 
this research be verified once proper data is obtained for the entire state. 
An extensive new data base is needed to intelligently decide how 
to fund special education transportation. It appears that the same linear 
denSity formula which would determine funding for regular transportation 
could adequately determine special education transportation funding. Whether 
or not this is so, and whether or not segmentation similar to that involved 
in regular transportation is relevant, awaits the acquisition of the data 
base. 
Replacement bus funding can be adequately handled by the procedure 
outlined in this report. Though only regular transportation buses were 
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addressed by this procedure during the research, there is no apparent 
reason why difficulties should be encountered in applying it to special 
education transportation. Again, confirmation of this awaits a proper 
data base for special education transportation. The load factor predictive 
equation should be verified once statewide data is obtained. Also, the 
possibility of segmenting this procedure in parallel with the cost/pupil 
formula should be investigated. 
Contracts with non-school transportation authorities to accomplish 
school transportation should be freed of any restrictions on contract 
cost by the state. However, funding of such operations by state reimburse-
ment should be limited by application of the basic formula to the local 
situation. Any additional monies required should come from local sources. 
Private contracted transportation by personal automobile should be 
reimbursed on a cost/mile basis. The appropriate cost per mile to apply 
should be uniform statewide and is most likely obtainable from existing 
data bases on automobile operating costs such as that of the American 
Automobile Association or the U.S. Department of Transportation. 
RECOMMENDATIONS FOR LEGISLATION 
The following legislation is recommended by this study to implement 
the procedures for state reimbursement of school transportation which 
were derived by this research. 
(1) A procedure for collecting data relevant to the needs of this 
funding system shall be implemented by TEA. This task shall 
include design and execution of the proper auditing 
procedures to insure the obtaining of accurate data uniformly 
across the state. 
(2) State reimbursement of maintenance and operations costs of 
regular school transportation costs shall be based upon a 
formula of the form 
C/p = 
where 
C/p = annual cost/pupil transported daily 
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a a derived coefficient of LD 
LD == linear density of the school transportation 
system in question, defined as pupils trans-
ported daily per daily operating mile 
b = a derived exponent of LD 
Furthermore, school districts in the state shall be divided 
into relevant groups based upon the pupil areal density 
(ADA per square mile of district area) of each. The 
coefficient a and the exponent b in the above formula shall 
be derived independently for ea~h such group. It shall be 
the duty of TEA's transportation director to determine the 
number and makeup of the relevant groups, .. but their number 
may not exceed eight. It shall also be the duty of TEA's 
transportation director to properly derive the coefficient a 
and the exponent k for each group. 
(3) A procedure similar to that above shall be instituted for pro-
viding state reimbursement of maintenance and operations 
costs of special education transportation. At the discretion 
of TEA's transportation director, segmentation may be included 
in this process. 
(4) Bus replacement costs of regular and special education trans-
portation systems shall be reimbursed by the state according 
to the following procedures: 
(a) Load factor (pupils transported daily per bus utilized) 











load factor of the district (pupils transported 
daily/number of buses used daily) 
a derived coefficient of LD 
linear density of the school transportation 
system 
a derived exponent of LD 
(b) The number of buses allowed the district for operation of 
the transportation system shall be determined by 
dividing the number of pupils actually transported by the 
load factor obtained in (a) above. 
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(c) The total bus allowance for reimbursement funding shall 
be determined by applying an appropriate multiplier to 
the number of buses derived in (b) above. TEA's 
transportation director shall be responsible for deter-
mining the relevant multipliers. 
(d) the number of buses to be funded annually shall be deter-
mined by dividing the average bus life in years into the 
total bus allowance derived in (c) above. TEA's 
transportation director shall be responsible for deter-
mining the appropriate average bus life in years. 
(e) The capacity of the buses to be funded for a given district 
shall be determined by the load factor derived in (a) 
above. The applicable capacity shall be the next standard 
capacity bus above the derived load factor from a list of 
standard manufacturers' rated capacities. The standard 
capacities to be included on this list is at the dis-
cretion of TEA's transportation director. 
(f) The appropriate price for each standard capacity bus 
shall be the current bid price obtained by the State 
Board of Control. 
(g) The bus reimbursement allotment shall be determined by 
multiplying the price obtained through (e) and (f) 
above by the number of buses obtained in (d) above. 
(h) TEA's transportation director shall be responsible for 
determining the coefficient a and the exponent b for 
the formula in (a). He shall also be responsible for 
determining the relevance of a segmentation parallel to 
that for the maintenance and operation formula for the 
purposes of deriving load factor. 
(5) TEA's transportation director shall determine a currently 
appropriate cost/mile for automobile operation in the state. 
Private pupil transportation by automobile shall be reimbursed 
at this rate. The superintendent of each district shall be 
responsible for reporting the annual number of miles to be 
reimbursed. 
(6) Where school transportation is accomplished by contract with 
a public carrier, the following procedure for determining 
state reimbursement will be followed: 
(a) TEA's transportation director shall determine the 
structure of an efficient school transportation system 
for the district involved. 
(b) The linear density of such a system shall be obtained and 
used to determine reimbursement allotments for mainte-
nance and operations and for bus replacement. This 
shall determine the level of state reimbursement. 
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(c) The district shall be free to contract with the public 
carrier at any price level. 
(d) If the public carrier in question receives public monies 
in the form of federal and/or state grants for the 
purchase of their buses, bus replacement allotments shall 
not be paid to the contracting district in such a case. 
(7) TEA's transportation director shall be responsible for 
insuring efficient structuring of all local school transpor-
tation systems for the purposes of obtaining their linear 
densities. Criteria for determining efficiency shall be at 
the discretion of TEA's transportation director. Each district 
shall be charged with economical operation of its system, but 
it is not enjoined from altering its system structure from 
that approved by TEA in order to accomplish local purposes 
(e.g., transportation of ineligible pupils.) Careful records 
shall be kept by the district to enable determination of 
additional costs due to alteration of the system. 
(8) TEA's transportation director shall be responsible for 
monitoring the entire reimbursement system to insure its 
continued temporal validity. He shall be responsible for 
determining relevant intervals at which all coefficients, 
exponents and segmentations shall be revalidated. 
(9) All transportation allotments shall be included as part of 
the Minimum Foundation Program and shall be reimbursed by 
the state on the same basis as all other school district 
entitlements. 
The above set of recommendations for legislation will effectively 
implement the system derived by this research but leave wide latitude 
in detailed structuring of the system, necessary because of the 
uncertainties inherent in this research. Also. as times change. the 
relevance of the detailed structure presented in this report may 
decrease, and the latitude provided by this legislation may be needed to 
restore validity to this procedure. 
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APPENDIX A 
DATA COLLECTION INSTRUMENTS 
FIGURE Al 
TEXAS EDUCATION AGENCY 
Dlvilion 01 AdminislWlve Servlcel 
Transportallon Section 
Name ot Oi,U'lct 
1'74075 PUPIL TRANSPORTATION REPORT 
General Instructions 
COUIl!y unJr systems NY file • composite r~rt iI trMSpotta.lion funds for Ihe current '(HI' are ~in. ,lIoclled on • county unit bull. 
,n I;',n8 out Ihis fPpott fhe SlJperlnffmd~ni .~houla ha\~ available his copy 01 tf"8u/.Jtions ,oYernin, sChool trartsperta(ron In fella. the 
H,1W'.llxJok tOilocal Schwl aUK!.'S, 1967 t?ditlOl\ 8v/:eHn 671. Other dNa. led information iSlJClblished jn rhe (e.llas Education A,ene)' 
JUllftin 6JJ. Public School Tra,upottaftOtt. 
Please bel In thfl' pre"MAtion ot yom report at the fop of page J. No portJOII of this IrotIt PoIIe summary l'ftaIy be comoJe(ed until .11 other 
",,'5 at this repotl ha\le hefn fInished. 
SUMMARY REPORT 
1. Writ. Mr<! your H toUI allowable" for lIfl regul.r bus routes thai have operated fot the 
~tir. school 'leu, This IS the "total aliowlbh!" t •• en from past 5, item '1. 
1.. AUowable tor aU routes that operated len lhln nine months. this is the totAi of $U,h 
routes reported on pase ... 
J.. Total approved cost tor aU routes with fewer U'ln 15 eligible pvpils. This lota' is 
derived 'rom the last Itn. on page 5 . 
.... 'ormula aUowlble. (1'ot.l:1 of above items 1, 2, and )..) 
lEAVE IlU.NK. THIS SPACE ItESI!RVED FOR STATE DEPARTMfNT OF fDUO.TlON USE. 
5. ,..yment fot e1ilible pupils who are transported on buses open.ted bV non"'oundJ,ticn 
school .. 
7. flnol ,lIoutl"" 101&1 • 
•• I hlYe used the tolfowil1l method to determine the Fotmull. Cap.tcttv (Check I., b. C f d" .. or 1): 
... Aft,ale of lut sChOol day in each 01 fIrst five moAths, 
b. Avera,.ot latt schoot day in each of first three slx,.week periods. 
C. A ... "as. of lut school day in eAck of first two nine--week periods. 
d. Humber of ell,ibfe bus pupil. first Monday Ln feb,Uiry~ 1915. 
e. A t,hool dt.trict ullns data proces'Sins fOt pupil accountil1l may u5e the last school day 
of till elshtHntlHv ... k ",,,,,,tins period. 
f. A Imool district operating on the quarter sYItem rna, Vie the IlSt school day of the 
_ ... dqUl" ... 
9. I ttertb, certify ~"'t the inform.ation ,,':,"lained In this Transportation RepOrt II true and correct to the best of my knowteo"e. 
-
11,~ct:-0I=cO::oo"'n::fY~5""="''"in::f.::_=::"t '=".."'k"'in::g:-t"'h7':ls"',.""por=t"':s""i ".==.""""/0,..","'.:-:."' . ::<,...'"'07"1 N"'or"':.""ry-
POOlic. 
SIIbJCfibed and • ....., 10 b.fOI. me thIJ _______ day 01 _____________ 1975. 
Notlry ""bUe in and fOf ________________ County. Tua • 
...... 'd. 1 "Iurn 11M orl,lI\Il arw:t 0 .. copy to: 
. T ..... ldlKatIOft A"t'IC'f 
.01 ....... of AdMI "'ls!raUv. Stfvl(tI 
,' ........ tiOrl mflon 
., tatt 1 Uh $Irel't 




FIGURE Al (Con't) 
INSTRUCTIONS FOR DERIVING "FORMULA CAPACITY" 
(Careful reading of these instructions will reduce the po •• i-
bility of error. occurring in the Formula C .. pacity column 
in Table I of this Report.) 
Formula Capacity is the number of eligible children being tran8-
ported who live two or more mile. from school along the approv-
ed route served by the bus. A bu. that makes two or more trips 
or lerves two or more schools shall be considered a. having a 
capaclty equal to the largest number of eligible children on the 
bUI at anyone time. 
It. pupil may be counted on only one bus if he rides two or more 
bu.e. in reaching 8chool. The district or districts concerned may 
decide on which ·.mit he will be reported. l! a route has two or 
mare trips, count the largest capacity trip only. 
IXAMPLES, 
The bus on route *Z proceeds south of the 8chool and trans-
port. 47 pupils to school. It then gou north (second trip) 
and returns with 50 eligible pupils. The total capacity is 97. 
However, the Formula Capacity i. 50. 
The bus on route ill transports both elementary and high 
8chool pupils. When it reaches the elementary ochool it has 
~O elementary pupils and 20 high school pupils, or a total of 
SO. The elementary pupils get off the bus and it proceeds 10 
miles to the high school. picking up an additional "\0 !ligh 
Ichaol pupils en route. The bus actually haB transported 70 
pupils, but the Formula Capacity calculated for this day only 
would be 50, since this represents the largest number on the 
bu. at &hy one nine. 
Ellherof the following methods may be used for deriving the For-
mula Capacity figure that is to be used in determining the Formula 
Allowable for the entire year: 
(1) Count the number of eligible pupils (who normally ride the bus) 
thatare enrolled on the last school day of each of the first five 
Ichool months. Total these numbers and divide the result by 
five. The average thus derived would be the Formula Capacity. 
EXAMPLE, 
Route HI has 40 eligible pupils enrolled the last school day 
in the first school month; 43 the last school day in the second 
achool month; 46 in the third school month; 53 in the fourth 
achool month; 56 in the fifth school month. The total would 
be Z38. Divide by 5 and the average or Formula Capacity, 
would become 47.6 or 48. Do not report fractions. 
If ~be school system reports its at~endanc. by .ix-week periods, the 
averaae for the first three six-week period. may be s~b.tituted for the 
five-month average. Use the last achool day of each six-week period to 
aecure ~he number. used for this method. 
If the Ichool .y.tem report. it. a~tandance by nine-veek period., the 
avera,e for the firat two nine-week periods ~y be substituted for the 
five-month average. Use the last school day of each nine-week period 
to IlCurs ~he numbers used for this method. 
(2) The alternative method that may be uled to derive the Fo~l. Capacity is 
to count the ~ot.l nUGber of eligible bus pupil. in active membership at 
Icbool on the firlt ~ond.y in 'ebruary. Remember, only pupils who normally 
rid. tha bus may be counted. 
(continued) 
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.. b. c • 
unllh In Miles 
_to No, of 
NO. Trl •• Ur'a(~l;t Dirt 
Tolals 
FIGURE Al (can't) 
....... Of DIOIrlct 
TAIIlE I. PUPIL CAPACITY REPORT fOR 1974-75 
(table I mull 1M! completed) 
d. 
Vehicle Mlnvtaclurer's Total 
Tot.ll Model Rati.'d Pupil 
Mil .. : Cive ~<ear ~.<ilv C ... CIlv 
I. US. the ,.gul.r foote number assllj,tu!d bv county board. 




b. Number ot trips refers to the number of separate trips or (uns the bus makes in transporUng different 8toups ot children, It Ihe bus 
_k.1 one run in the morning and ooe in the afternoon. it is a one-((jp route. If the bus ,uke, two runs in the mominl and tM) 
,Ich atl.moon. H is a two~trip route. etc. 
c. LUlth in miles.lnclude mlfuge for all approved chan~es made since original survey was tiled. A surfaCed road is ooe where ANY 
surile. Iftlteda' (Stavel, caliche, aSPhalt, etc.) has been add.f:3d to the natural basec. 
d. This tl the fot.1 number of eligible pupils lhat ride the bus. 00 not count pup.ls that ab'eado; have Hen counted in th~ capacity of 
IftOth~ "hide. Count onlo; eligible DtlPds • 
•• fOmlul. Capacity refers to the faries, number of eligibl. pupils on the bus at any on~ time. SH detilled instruction 01'1 page 2 01 
IIIIS to .... 
f ..... Allowabl. IS deriyed by applo;ing the Formula Capacity to the 'DUo"inl table of allocations thlt have tieen estlbllshed by 
stllut.: 
fOIUoIULA CAPACITY SASE AllOWABLE 
72 t~iCit, bus 
60-71 cap.clly bu" 
49-59 ClpacHy bus 
.-2-48 Ca!>lcily bus 
30-4' c.pacity bus 
20-29 capolCHy bus 
15-" U.,.<lty bus 
13,216 per year 
n.156 per year 
n.O.l6 per o;eu 
U,916 poe, yeal 
12,196 per ylta, 
12.616 pet yell 
12.196 pe" yUt 
(continued) 
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FIGURE Al (con't) 
lOURS THAT OPERATED LeSS THAN NINE MONTIIS 
Je one ot the following space. to report on ea.ch rout~ that operated le •• thAlt nine 
.lonth.~ Thf' final allowable for each route would be in ratio to the number of months 
operated. If the route operated 7 montha, the allowable would be 7{9tha of the regular 
aUocation. Do not uu traction. of months, if the route operated le .. than one-half 
month" drop the fraction. U the route operated half or more of the month. ute the next 
hilheat month. Example: 6 rnonths t 5 school d ... ya. us. 6 montha. 6 months, 12 school 
day •• uae 7 month., 
Route No. __ Number of Trips __ Surfa.ced Mileo __ OIrtMileo __ Total __ 
Year Moc:iel __ Manufacturer'. Rated Capadty __ Total Pupil Capacity __ 
Formula Capacity __ Base Allowable" __ Adjuatmentlor Exce .. Length •• __ 
Adjuat:mentfor Excess Dirt Road·>C* __ Deduction for Routes less than 45 roUe. 
In Length •• __ Total Allowable on Bui. of Nine Months operation __ Numbe r 
ot Month. Operated __ FlNAL ALLOWABLE FOR THIS ROUTE ________ _ 
Route No. __ Number of Trip" __ Surfa.ced Mil.o __ Dlrt MUes __ Total __ 
Year Model __ Manufacturer's Rated Capacity __ Total Pupil Capacity __ 
Formula Capacity __ Baae Allowable " __ Ac:iju stment for Exce .. Length." __ 
Adju.tmenHor Exce •• Dirt Roac:i"'''' __ Deduction for Routes Ie .. than 4S mUea 
In Lensth"'. __ Total AllowAble on Ba sis of );ine Months operation __ Number 
ot M~nth. Operated __ FlNAL ALLOWABLE FOR THIS ROUTE ________ _ 
Route No. __ N .. ".,ber ot Trlp. __ Surfaced Mile. __ OIrtMU .. __ Total __ 
Year Moc:iel __ Manufacturer'. Rated Capacity __ Total Pupil Capaclty __ 
Formula Capacity __ Baae Allowable"' __ Adjuotment for Excess Length*'" __ _ 
Adjue..mentfor Exces. Dirt Road(,I'* __ Deduction lor Route. 1esl than 45 mUfus 
Ln Lengtb •• __ Tot.al.Allowable On Basis of t-1ine: Months operation__._Number 
of Montha Operated __ FlNAL ALLOWABLE FOR THIS ROUTE ___ -: ____ _ 
TOTAL Allowable for Routes oHe .. th~n );ine Months (Thi. t. the figure to be 
inserted in Item z.. pa,;e 1, and becomes ~ pare of t!le £inal Summary Report. ) 
• I&H A,Uowable iJi u/cu/ated in the $oJmf' manner iI$ 'lYllined lmder l.wle J". DaMe 3, lot 9--month I'OCJte.s. 
-n.es«t _iwUIMIIU lie CilcuJ.fed 5~r.tely lor each tOule in (he same tnaltMr .u outlined in items , through 1 .t the 
_ o( pap f .. excepllhtlt in this in.stat'lce (he actual length 01 the Me route will be used Instead ot the A,veraae AQuI. 
L.etltlh 118Ufff thal .. .IS used on palif' 5 .. 
TABlE II. IEPOtrf Of PUP". CAPACITY ON NON-REIMBUltSED ROUllS 
(Table II musl be cOfIIIIleted) 
use ttll' portion Qf report if rt\e d~strict ~I 'h~en to oi)e',~e 'Qutes .n exces, 0-' thole .. ~roved lor '.imburstmenr~ 
E~.~ DtJlrict H A" has lix regul ... rly apf)ro¥~ routes but chooses to opente a seventh. route within U, owtt diSUid 
"",,"fie. lOt which it cJQes not expect ... tr"n9port'\tI0(\ payment • 
• f rIO turn routes are ooeraled pleaM wfit.'· NON£# across the face at the tible .... ,. eon.ttl tn Miles ,,_I M.lnul.dur.,'s Tol>I Pupil 
..ltO. $4..!rtaced .O'tl Tolal Year Rated C ••• c.ty ' .... citv 
(con tlnued) 
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FIGURE Al (con't) 
NaN of Otst,lct 
I\DJUSTMHH TO BIISE IIllOWIlBlE 
1. The fuBowiog infvnna,ion i. taken from Table I, p.lte 3. The aCjlfegate mileage cO'lored 
by .11 roules i. . Divide thie by the number nf t<ui:le8 thi. I(ive. 
lh. <\\EH.~(;E ROUTf. LENGTII of mil ... Of the a~l!J'.j\Ot ... il .... ". theta 
ar. ____ m aes or _____ $ routed over fJ'urf.ced toads and mile. 
Of' " over dirt rORda. 
2. ~DJUSnlf:!'iT FOR f.XCKSS MILLAGE. II your ~v.rage R"ute Lenlllh 
ahowD in hem. 1 above i. in excea5 of 55 mile!l. subtract 
55 from. yo,:, A'J~reji:e Route Length. Thi. give. ____ e)(cella mile •• 
For each 5 miles Of major fraction of 5 miies (.'If lba. excess, you .lite 
entitled to. • loe credit adjustment to ;tOur RQlJe Allowabl. derived .II. 
the total of Table I, pll~e 3 of this report. Tbis /itive. _____ _ 
yo,. •• exeese pttrcentage credit of ~. Multiply tlli8 times 
the Base Allowable derived in Table I and enter the product at the 
riSh.. $ _____ _ 
3. ADJUSTMENT FOR EXCESS OF DIRT ROAD. In Item I above __ _ 
w •• derived a. the percentage of travel Over dirt toad8~ If th is petcent .. 
a~ ill lower than 40%. there win ':le no adjustment for 
e.ce •• of dirt ro.d. U hillJher than 40~, divide the ____ " differ .. 
eDce ia percentage by 2 to derive your percentage adjustment of 
____ ~ ror the excess of dirt road. Multiply this percentage adjust-
meat fi~ure by the Ba!ie AUowllhle derived in Table I, pege 3. and enter 
.he prod.c, at the ri~ht. , ______ _ 
4. NOW ENTER AT RIGHT THE BASE ~LLO\liABLE DERIYED IN 
TABLE I, Page 3. , _____ _ 
5. PRELlMI:-iARY TOT,\L: 15um 01 above I'ema 2,3.4.) 
s ____ _ 
6. DEDUCTION FOR A liEfiAGE ROUTE LENGTH LESS THAN 45MILES. 
If the Avera~e Route Len~h derived in Itefll I above is less than 45 
milea, it is necessary to deduct 1% of lhe B3.se Allowable derived i.n 
T.ble I, page 3t for each 5 miles or major fraction of 5 miles of the 
diffel'ence between the Average Route Length and 
45 milefJI. Baaed 01'1 a difference of_~. __ miIe!J, your perceDtage 
dedDctioa i. computed as ___ %. Multiply t~e Baae Allowable 
by tbi. percentall;e deduction and enter at right the 8:mount that i. to 
be ded ueted,. 
7. TOTAL ~LLOW~BLE< (The dillerence between the Ii!!"re. ut •• d.d 
Itom [terns 5 a.d 6 abov •• ) 1 _____ _ 
TABLE III. 
ROUTES wlrn FEWER THAN FIfTEEN ElICIBlE PUPilS: DISTRlcy-oWNED VEHIClES 
(Table 111 must be completed. ) 
1111. table .!JIves d.ta 00 scnooJooewned vehicles that tranSport fewer than 15 pUPils .1t anyone time. Give total 
NUmber transported If the bus sE'tvn two Of m()r~ s..:hooI5, or makes two or more trlp~. (Th" may be il'l el(cen 
Df t5.) 11 flO slJch rOIJtes are operated. please writP "NONE" "cross the face of the table~ 
":~ r'rQe of 
SIJrt4ct'd Dltt Total "'lo. of Total Pupils Bast. 
Vehicle . &tiles uiles Miles TriDS Tt.ansoorted Allowable" 
-rtte Anowable IS SlS runes the numbtor 01 J)Of)il.s f,/IIn:sported if few .. , than fifteen eliglbie pupfJs /II,e rransported. 
If tM Yehlcle mikes two 0' I'1'tON! trips or selYe,S two Of more' 5c/lool5 and rr.o.sporU more lh.n f,fteen total, buf 
M!fer h.s 15 IIWny "s mreen at one time, rite base "lIowlhle is $f ,450. rot.J .,.ymen' s~U no( 8¥ce«i the 
$I.~!IO ./lowabl •• 
mrllL IIPPROVED COST ff)/! ALL ROUTES 
WITH FE .... ER THAN ,S ELIGIBU PUPILS 
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(Enter this Ott page t 
He-tn J~ "5 • part 01 
lh*lin.' S_, Rt:porl./ _________ _ 
(continued) 
FIGURE Al (can't) 
TABLl IV. PUPILS lIANSI'ORTED BV NON -fOUNDATION SCHOOLS 
(Y.able IV muSI be coonpleled > 
Cotnple'e only if SC'JrM of the pupils In the district 'tde buH" owned .nd operatlfd by budget b"ance uhool'l. Tht' labie applies to 
very Ie. dlslttc!S in feus. No pi"ffte-nl can be ",,,de to .. budgel balance, school (rOlft the foundation Progflm Fund. How.ver~ this 
ntpOrt provides the basis for paY-lMnt to be mad. to the non*tun'!ij)OrUnB Fuundation PrOStl," OistnCt .. whIch jn tum mdY re'mburH 
ttl. tr~,podinl budlet balanc. districl. If no ,uch routes ire op.e:rned, pte ... e wtlle "NONE" I(nal tne ttce of Uw •• ble. 
IOuIt 1o.mlCth in Miles ca •• cib SolS. PtHCitflt 
No. Surfated ,,' Tot.1 Hom@ ill rans Dist. total Allowabl(O ,dloWdbl.* 
•• fltJ!fCent. allowib/~ ;$ in dlfect tJl'oportlOfJ to lhe numbt'r of 'li,ibJe chidren. I/lhe IOUte has ~ l)()(f1tal base allow01ble of 
S2 •• l0~ NS I toyl capacity of 50, and ZO of these pupils reside In the 'oundation P108r~1'It School Oistrict. the percenl~8e 
.Uowable would De; 20/50, 01' 43 of $2.00-S972. This IS the amount thar would bI! entered in. the finll column. 
TABLl V. PUPILS SERVED fROM OTHER DISTRICTS 
(T.able V .... fI be completed) 
t. If.U OU9l1s ttan1JPOlted live in the hoM diSCrtct f wrUe H AU Trlnsported Pupils aeside in Home OiltrictU ICros. the face ot the 
I.ble. 
2.. If aM disttid transports t'lnstell'ed schollstic, who ,.side in other di stricts. insert dati in tlb1e below. 
J. AU COUNTY UNIT SYSTEMS muSI complete this U,ble regardless of where PlIpils reside. 
Numb 101 Puotfs Tran$Oorted from other Oistnts 
Nlllte of .Ich JIIOute- RoUte" Route- Route- !\OUt .. pie· I'toute* T Itoutit· 
Distrit! S.ned COUIIt)' 
'" • "- Il.. Il.. Il.. • • 
"1.1$l tM ttUfttJer 01 PtlPds for each dufflC' ~ccord'nB to the rovte 01' routes Of't which tMY ~,p rrMsported, 00 not report chitdren 





120 Contracted .erTlca 
1)0 Other expen.e, 




230 Libnry an4 au41o-vlauat _t*r1ah 
240 Tuchinl .\lnU •• 
250 Other eJtpen ... ,. 
total lnUf'U~tlon 
300 AUt:nd..-tt:e urvlce 
\.0 JlO S.bth. 
N total atu·nd.nt=e eervlee 
400 H •• lth urviC:e 
410 S.tarlu 
4:20 Other elltpen .... 
Tat.l hedth u"ice: 
500 Pupil tr .. nsportat1on 
510 Sabrie. 
520 C;I'/'It u.cted' u:rvh:e. 
530 It.eplact.lent of v.hicl •• 
5.0 '1'r.l"i$p:nt.t ion insur.tt'lce 
560 Othu .. xpenn for 0pf'raUon pet 
1tl#1nten.lnce 
'1'oul pupU tr.n.ponaUoca 
600 Operu ion tJf plant 
610 S.lulet 
620 Cttntrac:tetl ... nice. 
630 Mr.t fOorlx,didin,. 
640 \UIUtle. 
650 SuppU ... , fllc~t ttt i HUe. 
660 Othu expet'l". 
'Iota 1 operation of pl*nt 
COMPARISON OF OFFICIAL BUDGET WITH EXPENDITURES 
FOR THE YEAR ENDED AUGUST 31, 1973 
EXl'DQ)l~ 
l~'£II.EST 6 
OPERATING III!UlIJIC SINkING SPECIAL TOTAL liUDGET 
FUND fVIIl) fVIIl) I1lI!l)S ~~ 1972-73 
251,1101.83 251,141.83 265,000.00 
59,5S'.11 750.00 60,304 .11 62,000.00 
__ g .. 1.~ __ 51.nS.5S 51,000.00 
361,951.49 ~ 362,701,.9 380,000.00 
8,235.193.83 1101,274.78 8,376,.68.61 8,403,500.00 
4.002.99 4,002.99 5,000.00 
58,62l.91 1S,353.83 73.975.74 78,500.00 
168,610.72 168,610.72 168,750.00 
175,761.85 115,761.85 176,250.00 
8.6102.191.30 156.628.61 _8.79~.819.91 8,8)2.000.00 
__ 1t..!l'<.74 __ I~.!L~l!!. __ 18 L 750.00 
16,8S4.74 16,65 •• 710 --1!:..750.00 
957.32 8,111.21 9,068.53 9,400.00 
3,808.00 ---..M08 •OO 10,100.00 
4,765.32 -L!!!..1! __ 12.876.53 -1WQ9J!Q 
227.400.59 227,400.59 231,000.00 
3,823.77 3,823.77 4,000.00 
65,947 .00 65,947 .00 66.000.00 
5,000.00 5,000.00 5,000.00 
71,6l8.53 71.618.53 72,200.00 
373,789.89 373,789.1l'l 378.200.00 
396,777.08 396,777.08 397,500.00 
• 0 - • 0 • - 0 • 
29,238.87 29,238.87 29,750.00 
289,967.25 289,967.25 295,000.00 
36,306.54 16,306.5lo )(',500.00 
218.10 118,10 1,150.00 


































TABLE A3. COMPARISON OF OFFICIAL BUDGET WITH EXPENDITURES 
FOR THE YEAR ENDED AUGUST 31, 1973 
I" I~ unu'h". f- I, " ~ GEIIUAL .. IGIIo\TD orDATlIIG rIUOS& _OPT CDIIftUCTIa. uraa IOU.L I_n 
flIIImmI 
,\RID --ZIIIII- ,tift) '11m ...LII!IIL DnIIIIJl!IIII _l9JZ-n _ 
JJ &Ueada.A aDd Social Work 
6100 'a,woll CoU. 2,197 2.'" 2,500 
6200 ' .. ch .. a. aDd Coatr"t ....... lM. 
SDO 
6]00 I",,,U .. aDd Kat.rl.h II .... 
UI 211 116 
I"Olal A,und.aca and Sacld Work Z.4U 
__ Lill ].8]6 
" H.altb S.nlc .. 
6100 "),roll co.t. 112,lll 
112,l81 176,21] 
6300 Suppllu and ttaurh" 4,SOI 
4,SOI 4,144 
6400 Other OpnulftS l.paD .. ' SOl 
SOl J,ll' 
6600 Caplul Out .. , ,,,-- 848 1\101 I 016 l'e'al Hulth S.rvice. 118.HI 1l8.2H 189.llZ 
,. Pupil Tun.port.tlon .. a.,ull .. 
6100 rlYToll COlli 4",001 
.... 00' 4ts,OSl 
6200 'unhand and Concuct .. ,,"lei. 11,622 l1,62Z 12,650 
6]00 SuppUu and ttatnhh 180,202 
110,202 114,8IoS 
6400 Oth.:r Operating bpen ••• 16).006 
161,006 nO,IS2 
6400 Cepit" Outla), 
14 109 34 109 20 000 
tor.al Pupil Tunsportu.loD. .... Iulu 1tC· ... 811.~46 811.S46 _922.llS 
" Pupil Trallepor ut 10D - Spllct.l lU.aU_ 
6100 PI),roll COIU • SO,091 
'0,091 S4,1S0 
6100 Suppllee end Kacn11" J,911 
1,"1 16,190 
6400 Other Opeutlng !apen ... l,OU 
l,OIS 10,411 
14,101..0 
~ot:~~u~~~l;;!n~;!!~!tlon _ Spllcul "acat1oll In ... 61.091 __ 61.091 l;lfo.' 11. 
16 Co-curr lc"lar Actlvlthl 
6100 PI),roll CoU. 
l,920 ],920 l,8U 
6)00 Suppllel Ind Kauril" 141,404 
141,4010 172,219 
64QO Other Opeut lnl bpeD." ,,, ... 6U6 6l!6 10.000 
1ot.l Co-currlcu"r Activit". 
UI.100 158.1QO 180.054 
40 AD"n:ISTPAT10~1 
41 Ceneul AdmlnlUutloa 
6100 Pa)'rol1 COltl Sn,111 
SIt,111 ''',619 
6200 Purchud Inel CoatucU. lenicel IGI,On 
200 10l,U2 1l6,111 
')00 S1.tppU ... n.eI Murlah 49,806 
49,106 II,OS2 
6400 Othu OpeuL lnl Ibpea ••• I6I,SIl 
uI,SlI 262,164 
6500 Debt Service 
121,1)9 121,13' 122,240 
6600 Clpital o"tll, BZg 200 
! IZQ I ~!g 
~ot" Cenn.l A_lalltutloa ~~ •• 'I OH.ta --'-lIl6.0S1 ~JSS.412 


































FIGURE A4. (Con't) 
lUmber ot Pupils Transported by Route: 










.\IwrIbe7 of Pupils Nat; Tra.nsported: 
Percent of ADA 
'fatal Eligible 
Within 2·ad.le Limit: 
1-2 Mtles trem Scbecl 
0.5·1 Mtle tran School 
0-0.5 Mt1e tran Scbool 
L1near Density of District: 
Transported Pupil./Route Mile 
El1sible Pupils/Route Mile 
ADA/Route Mile 











ANal Density of District: (Area of District. ____ square sr.iles) 
Transported Pupils/Square M1le ___ _ 
Eligible Pupils/Square Mile 
ADA/Squllre Mile 
Avera,e a,.. Life .!!l !.!.!!!.: _______ years 
'Annual Mileage tor Vocational Education: 
Aftrap I!uI!Iber of Days per School Year th3t 
any ~e a,.s is Inoperable: 
··.ADA --___ _ 
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(continued) 
FIGURE A4. (Con't) 
Humber 01' irus es Operated.: 
.lfftr/'1!1.1" 
lIwaber or Dr1 veri: 
BYer)'dq 
Subst1tu.tes 

























FIGURE A5. FINANCIAL DATA COLLECTION FORM FOR 
BULLETIN 613 
School Year _-__ 
Assignable Administrative 
Assignable Clerical 
Bus Drivers' Salaries 
Substitute Bus Drivers 
Assignable Mechanics Salaries 
Insurance 
Supplies 
Gas &. 011 
Tires &. Tubes 
Parts 




Bus Warrant Principle 
Bus Warrant Interest 
Other Money Expended on New Buses 
(continued) 
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FIGURE AS. (Con t t) 
Co-Curricular Mileage Charge 
Contracted Transportation 
AnDual Depreciation Allowance on Buses: 
Awrage Salvage Value of Buses: 
Costs due to Desegregation Plans (if individually identifiable): 
~ other Costs Contributing to the Total Cost of School Transportatior.: 
Source Amount 
97 
FIGURE A6. FINANCIAL DATA COLLECTION FORM FOR 
BULLETIN 679 
School Year _-__ 
hyrbll (61) 
Assignable Administrative (6111) 
Assignable Clerical (6113) 
Bus Drivers' Salaries (6113) 
Substitute Bus Drivers (6114) 
Assignable Maintenance Salaries (6113) 
Employee Sick Leave (6114) 
other Employee Benefits (6149) 
Purchased and Contracted Services (62) 
Contract Maintenance and Repair (6263) 
Bus Rentals ( 6283) 
Supplies and Materials (63) 
Bus Operation and Maintenance Supplies (6313) 
Parts 
Tires and Tubes 
Supplies 
Gas. and Oil 
other Operating Expenses (64) 
Insurance: Number of Buses Insured = 
Property (6431) 
Liab1l1 ty (6432) 
Bonds on Drivers (6433) 
98 (continued) 
FIGURE A6. (Con't) 
capital CMtlay (65) 
Bus Warrant Principle (6513) 
Bus Warrant Interest (6523) 
ot~er Money EXpended on New Buses 
Facilities (66 ) 
Eqaipment (6639) 
Cantracted Transportation 
Drivel' Training Costs (estimate current) 
AnDual Depreciation Allowance on Buses: 
Average Salvage Value of' Buses: 
Costs due to Desegregation Plans (if ind1v1dually identi:f1.able): 
AQr Other Costs Contributing to the Total Cost of School Transportation: 
Source Amount 
Co-Curricular Mileage Charge 
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FIGURE A7. TEXAS TRANSPORTATION DATA 
We need the information as outlined below for school years 1972-73 and 1973-74. 
(We realize, of course, that some of the financial data for 1973-74 will be incomplete. 
Please report expenditures to date and tell us how many days of the school year this repre-
sents. We will extrapolate to 180 days.) 
1. Administrative dnd clerical costs. Please give the total of all administrative 
and clerical salaries attribc!tab1e to setting up and running the transportation system. 
Include all persons who expend effort on the trans~ortation function, regardless of where 
their salaries appear in the budget. Include only the portion of each person's salary assign-
able to transportation. 
1972-73 ~ ________ _ 1973-74 $ _________ _ 
2. Maintenance costs. Include maintenance salaries assignable to bus maintenance 
only. Include parfs and supplies costs expended on bus repair only. Include tires and tubes 
used for buses only. Include contracted maintenance and repair for work on buses only. 
Do not include gasoline costs in this total. (If your records do not facilitate such a 
, breiEOut of maintenance costs, please give us your best estimate and indicate that it is such.) 
1972-73 "' ________ _ 
check one: actual 
estimate 
1973-74 (to date) 
represents ____ school days 
3. Gasoline costs. Please give gross gasoline costs for regular and special education 
routes only. 00 not inc1uae gasoline expended on co-curricular travel or used by other 
district vehicles. If your records do not facilitate such a breakout of gas cost, please 
give us your best estimate and indicate it is such. Also, please furnish per gallon gasoline 
costs. (We realize your 1973-74 per gallon cost has probably fluctuated. Please give Sept-
ember cost and cost of latest delivery.) 
Gross gasoline cost: 
1972-73 1973-74 (to date) $, ______ _ 
check one: actual 
estimate 
represents ____ -'"schoo 1 days 
Per gallon cost: 
1972-73 $'--_______ _ 1973-74: Sept. $ ________ _ 
Current $ _________ _ 
4. Bus drivers' salaries. Please give gross bus drivers' salaries for driving regular 
and special education routes only. Do not include salaries for co-curricular travel. Please 
give totals for regular routes and special education !'outes separately. If your records 
do not facilitate such a breakout of driver salaries. please give us your best estimate and 
indicate that it is such. Also please furnish the driver 'unit salary. We need an equivalent 
monthly salary, so if salary is not paid monthly. but rather hourly, please compute an ave-
rage monthly salary based upon hours worked per driver. 
Gross drivers' salaries: 
1972-73 $, _________ _ 
check one: actual 
estimate 
Driver average unit salary: 
1972-73 $ ________ --I!month 
check one: actual 
computed 
1973-74 (to date) $ _______ _ 
represents _______ days 
1973-74 $, ________ ---J/month 
(continued) 
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FIGURE A7. TEXAS TRANSPORTATION DATA (can't) 
5. Routes and route miles. Please give number of routes operated daily for each func-
tion, regular- and special education. Please give regular routes without regard for state 
ellgib11ity rules for reimbursement. Also please furnish the average daily route miles 
traveled on these routes for each function. We need the average daily mileage actually 
traveled. not a reiteration of the TEA Pupil Transportation Report. unless that is actually 
the way the routes are run in the field. Give regular mileage without regard to state 
eligibility rules for reimbursement. If your record! do not facilitate such an accounting 
of daily mileage, please give us your best estimate and i~dicat~ that it is such. (We 
might suggest one possible method of estimation. If total annual miles is available for 
buses. subtract co-curricular miles from this total and divide that remainder by laO;) 
Routes: 
1972-73: Regular _________ _ 
Special Ed. _______ _ 
Dally route m11eage: 
1972-73: Regular _________ _ 
check one: 
Special Ed. _______ _ 
actual 
estimate 
1973-74: Regular ________ _ 
Spec1al Ed. ______ _ 
1973-74: Regular ________ _ 
Special Ed • ______ _ 
6. Co-curricular mileage. Please furnish actual co-curricular mileage traveled by 
buses. If your records do not facilitate such an accounting of co-curricular Inileage. 
please g1ve us your best estimate and indicate that it is such. 
1972-73, ___________ _ 1973-74 (to date) _______ _ 
Estimate total for year _____ _ 
check one: actual 
estimate 
7. PURils transported. Please give the total number of students trar,5ported daily 
for each function. For regular transportation. give this total without regard to state 
ellg1bility rules for rei.nbursement. If your records do not accurately account for ineli-
gible students transported. please give us your best estimate of this figure. and indicate 
that It is such. 
1972-73: Regular _________ _ 1973-74: Regular _______ _ 
Special Ed. ______ _ Spec1al Ed. ______ _ 
check one: actual :== estimate 
8. Buses and bus insurance. Please tell us how many buses were used during the 
year for regular and special education routes including spares. Also please tell us 
how much insurance for these buses cost for the year. 
1972-73 _________ buses 1973-74 _________ ..:buses 
Insurance cost _________ _ Insurance cost'--________ _ 
9. Bus gas mileage. Please give us the actual average gas m11eage experienced by 
your fleet during the school year. If your records do not include an accurate accounting 
of bus gas m1leage, please give us your best estimate and indicate it is such. 
1972-73 1973-74;.... _________ _ 
check one: actual 
-est1mate 
101 (continued) 
FIGURE A7. TEXAS TRANSPORTATION DATA (con't) 
10. Area of district. Please give the area of the school district(sl served by your 
transportation system. 
1972-73 _______ -'square miles 1973-74 _________ .square miles 
11. ADA. Please furnish the gross ADA of the school district(sl served by your 
transportation system. 
1973-74 __________ _ 
12. New bus costs. Please tell us how much money was spent for new buses during the 
year. Include payments on loans--ooth principal and interest--made during the year and 
outright purchases. 
1972-73 ___________ _ 1973-74, __________ _ 
13. Please estimate what percent of your total district budget transportation expen-
ditures compose. Also please estimate what percent of tte maintenance and operating 
budget these expenditures account for. 
1972-73: S of total _______ _ 1973-74: S of total _______ _ 
I of M & 0 _______ _ S of M [, 0 ______ _ 
****-******** •• **********.** •• ** .... ****.* ..... ******* .. ******-**********-****************** 
Please return the completed form by June 3. 1974 to: 
Kelly Hamby 
Director of Research 
Governor's Office of Educational 
Research and Planning 
capitol Station 
Austin. Texas 78711 
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FIGURE AB. TEXAS SCHOOL TRANSPORTATION DATA 
All of the data requested on this form is for the 1972~73 school year. 
1. Da11y routes and route mileage. Please give us the number of routes driven daily and 
the average daily route mileage actually driven by your fleet for each function, regu-
lar and special education transportation. Please note that we do not want a reiteration 
of the TEA Pupil Transportation Report unless the mileage actuarry-ariven is accurately 
reflected there. If your records do not facilitate such a breakout of mileage, please 
give us your best estimate, and indicate that it is such. Please give routes and mile-
age for regular transportation without regard for state eligibility rules for reimburse-
ment. (We might suggest a possible method of mileage estimation: if a log of total 
annual fleet miles is available. subtract the co-curricular mileage contribution to 
this total and divide the remainder by 180). 
Check one: 
Regular Transportation __ routes/day __ miles/day actual __ estimate __ 
Special Transportation __ routes/day __ miles/day actual ___ estimate __ 
2. Co-curricular mileage. Please furnish the total co-curricular mileage traveled by the 
bus fleet during the school year. If your records do not accurately account for this 
mileage, please give us your best estimate, and indicate that it is such. 
Check one: 
Co-curricular ____ total 1972-73 miles actua1 ___ estimate __ _ 
3. Pu~i1S transported. Please furnish us with the total number of students transported 
da 1y for each function, regular and special education transportation. For regular 
transportation, give total students transported without regard for state eligibility 
rules for reimbursement. If your records do not accurately account for ineligible 
students transported, please give us your best estimate of this figure. and indicate 
that it is such. Check one: 
Regular Transportation _____ students/day actual ___ estimate __ _ 
Special Transportation students/day actual ___ estimate ___ _ 
4. Area of district. Please give us the area of the school district (s) served by your 
transportation system. 
_____ square miles 
5. How many buses. including spares, were used for pupil transportation during the year? 
Regular Transportation ______ buses 
Special Transportation _______ buses 
6. If you were required to make any estimates in supplying the above information. please 
indicate on the scale below the degree of confidence you place in these estimates. 
Very Confident 2 3 4 5 Not Confident 
******************************************************************************************* 
Return to: Kelly Hamby 
Governor's Office of Educational Research and Planning 
Capitol Station 
Austin, Texas 78711 
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APPENDIX B 
PUPIL TRANSPORTATION CHARACTERISTICS FOR SAMPLED 
TEXAS SCHOOL DISTRICTS 
TABLE B1. SCHOOL TRANSPORTATION DATA COLLECTED FROM ORIGINAL SAMPLE 
OF 22 DISTRICTS FOR SCHOOL YEAR 1972-1972 
OFFICE BUS DRIVERS' BUS DRIVERS' TOTAL HAINTE- GROSS HAINTE- CONTRACTED MAINTENANCE PARTS BUS INS URANCE & 
DISTRICT COSTS GROSS SALARIES UNIT SALARY NANCE COST NANCE SALARIES MA I NTEIlANCE I SUPPLIES COSTS DRI VER BarmlNG COST 
Austfn 52.8lZ 301.331 2.31 - 3.IS/hr. 63.389 17 .500 2,173 43.916 12.856 
Corpus Christi 3,360 43.922 2.00/hr. 40.196 4,210 36.526 1.819 
Hous ton 56.385 521.355 175/mo. 455,931 417.016 38.895 28.272 
Coma 1 22.887 644,908 2.60/hr. 34,160 15.000 2,006 11,154 3,888 
Cypress-Fafrbanks 4,680 192.333 160/mo. 80.987 53,267 1,764 25,256 13.551 
Del Valle 4,680 52,292 105 - 170/mo. 18,442 8.400 3.744 6,298 2,368 
Eanes 3.500 10.080 200/mo. 7.463 6.100 1,363 1.628 
Sprlngbranch 34,513 397.836 2BO-350/mo. 213.847 83.600 21.961 109.745 46.979 
Northeast (S.A.) 25,900 194,640 2.50 - 3.1S/hr. 91.086 46,680 8.925 38.481 15,000 
Manor 2,650 9,930 . 120/mo 7,760 900 5,843 1,019 960 
Pasadena 48,519 389.528 2635 - 3308/yr. 102.321 59.000 5,103 38.218 47,616 
Killeen 8.578 48,029 l.89/hr. 50.204 21.327 7.704 21,173 2.541 
Odessa 19.461 222,740 2.50/hr. 149.072 80,757 -0- 68.315 18.913 
Tyler 13.708 73,488 175 - 190/mo. 45.281 17.475 5.232 21.574 4.500 
Bas trop 4,800 24.151 140/mo. 19.512 5.000 8,442 6.070 3.191 
I-' (160/mo. on 2 rts) 
0 Edinburg 16.922 59.126 1. 70 - 2.10/hr. 75,150 40.500 35,250 3,128 
VI Georgetown 2,210 8,199 130/mo. 8,120 2.000 4,790 1,930 2,004 
San Marcos 1,500 29,219 2.25/hr. 21,052 12.500 787 7,765 3,906 
Burnet 3.000 19,240 148/mo. 14.122 5.400 983 7.739 1.638 
Johnson Cfty 1.000 4,616 lOll/mo. 3.874 1.485 1.580 809 788 
\.lano 3.200 14,649 125/- 135/010. 18.813 7.854 1.258 9.701 1.048 




























TABLE B1. SCHOOL TRANSPORTATION DATA COLLECTED FROM ORIGINAL SAMPLE 
OF 22 DISTRICTS FOR SCHOOL YEAR 1972-1973 (con't) 
GROSS GASo- PER GALLON ASSIGNABLE FACI- NEW I REPLACE- CONTRACTED NO. OF BUSES NO. OF REGULAR 
LINE COST GAS COST L1TIES COST HENT BUS COST TRANSPORTATION RUN DAILY DRIVERS 
31,210 7,300 223.604 2,700 88 88 
6.729 .1755 200 16.426 23,640 10 10 
78.821 .159 5.184 463.264 321 321 
14.660 .185 3.017 18.217 30 26 
39.366 .1759 4.500 155.336 1,200 89 91 
12.274 .1979 1.097 .10.347 25 25 
4.987 .219 1,250 10.!H2 7 7 
55.469 .179 19.000 113.472 205 205 
45.150 .1958 1.200 60.000 62 62 
3.192 .32 2.778 7 7 
28.505 .1755 15.600 137.938 150 64 64 
21.268 .1875 345 54.534 '35 35 
37.147 .177 6.660 61,513 69 69 
16,227 .1635 2,393 30.231 39 39 
7,524 .169 250 18.456 150 18 18 
23,600 .1819 46.500 48 48 
820 .1871 13,730 10 12 
9,414 .183 1.000 24.468 900 11 21 
9.836 .2325 1.037 14.692 17 17 
3.318 .190 120 6.324 5 5 
6.545 .1911 8.108 1.871 13 13 
17 .169 .1185 30.720 38 38 
(continued) 
AREA OF DIST-























TABLE Bl. SCHOOL TRANSPORTATION DATA COLLECTED FROM ORIGINAL SAMPLE 
OF 22 DISTRICTS FOR SCHOOL YEAR 1972-1973 (con't) 
NO. Of ROUTES AVERAGE SAL- AVERAGE AVERAGE row" . 
NO. Of CAM- TOTAL DAILY RT. REIMBURSED/ ANNUAL CO-ClIRRI- OTHER REPORT- VAGE VAlUE 8US LIFE DAYS/BUS/YR 
DISTRICT "IJ~ES SERVED HILES {PAPER} NON-REIMBURSED CULAR MILEAGE AOA ~D ~Xp~Nm Jf B!.!§ES (Y EARS I 
88 2.884 63/6 72,908 51.241 59.564 M.A. 10 9 
36 493 10/0 16.979 39.936 250 20 «.1 
92/1 3.400 M.A. 10 1 
Comal 6 2,135 24/2 34.189 2.385 1.440 250 9 M.A. 
Cypress-Fairbanks 6 3.202 61/8 61,521 8.677 800 12 M.A. 
Cel Valle 6 1.306 21/0 9,850 3.709 1,658 300 7 5 
Eanes 2 202 313 6.016 1.363 M.A. N.A. IU. 
Spri ngbranch 32 3.580 29/158 94,470 39.333 N.A. 18 N.A. 
Northeast (S.A.) 19 2.451 49/0 63.198 27.159 1,567 150 9 3 
Manor 2 299 7/0 1.000 737 2.000 15 N.A. 
Pasadena 37 1.685 19/16 59,950 31.770 N.A. 12 1 
Killeen 17 1.455 32/0 27.713 12.886 1.759 550 10 2 
Odessa 15 2.646 48/8 147.940 21.171 1;230 250 8 3 
Tyler 21 1.808 36/2 38.353 14.314 1.200 M .. A. 10 7 
I-' 
0 Bastrop 3 1.301 16/1 16.752 1.780 1.534 750 8-10 6 ...... 
Edinburg 14 3.134 43/4 62.342 8.223 1,020 N.A. 10 N.A. 
Georgetown 4 487 7/1 10.833 1.926 N.A. N.A. N.A. 
San Marcos 6 941 16/0 20.365 4.207 637 800 10 2-10 
8umet 4 1.320 13/0 15.165 1.461 1.300 7 • Johnson City 1 S11 5/0 3.000 . 367 1.200 7 T 
llano 3 1.288 11/0 4.000 1.006 300 16 1-2 



























TABLE B1. SCHOOL TRANSPORTATION DATA COLLECTED FROM ORIGINAL SAMPLE 
OF 22 DISTRICTS FOR SCHOOL YEAR 1972-1973 (con't) 
TOTAL STATE ARE INElI- AVERAGE ROUTE AVERAGE ROUTE NO. OF SPEC. IS UNPAVED 
TRANSPORTATION REG. STUDENTS GIBLE TRANS- LENGTH REIN- LENGTH, ALL NO. OF SPECIAL ED. PUPILS MILEAGE 
ALLOTMENT TRANSPORTED PORTED? 8URSED ONLY ROUTES EO. ROUTES TRANSPORTED TRAVELED? 
296.448 6.191 Yes 48.8 43.2 18 50.1 No 
74,859 602 No 49.3 49.3 12 346 No 
643,831 14,800 Yes 215 3.655 No 
81,816 2.037 Yes 88.3 85.4 No 
203.376 7,526 y~~ 49.5 46.4 2 54 No 
66,326 2.101 No 64.0 64.0 6 Yes 
9.730 690 ."1es 41.9 33.6 No 
146.804 18,949 Yes 58.8 19.0 23 350 No 
210,970 7,369 No 50.0 50.0 12 349 No 
22,452 578 42.7 42.1 No 
160,134 1.353 Yes 48.2 48.1 26 655 No 
108,432 3,665 No 45.5 45.5 3 49 No 
111.184 4.406 Yes 52.0 41.3 8 220 
148.236 3.561 Yes 49.1 48.9 2 168 No 
53,165 1.160 Yes 80.8 76.5 5 Yes-l 
140.551 3,767 Yes 68.3 65.3 33 Yes-25 
22.779 569 Yes 67.1 60.9 No 
53.355 2,$75 58.8 58.8 6 No 
48,026 807 No 101.6 101.6 Yes-10 
15,107 158 No 102.2 102.2 Yes 
37,438 573 No 117.1 117.1 Yes-9 












TABLE B2. REGULAR SCHOOL TRANSPORTATION DATA FOR SELECTED TEXAS SCHOOL 
DISTRICTS FOR SCHOOL SCHOOL YEAR 1972-1973 
TOTAL COST COST! COST! COST! REG. REG. PUPIL AREAL LINEAR 
DISTRICT NAME REG. TRANS. PUPIL ~lIlE ROUTE PUPILS rULES DEIlSITY DENSITY 
Abernathy 26,462 60 47 3,308 442 559 5.851 0.791 
Abilene 68,056 34 89 4,253 2,020 768 16~.846 2.630 
Alamo Heights 5,663 26 142 5,663 215 40 479.000 5.375 
Alba-Golden 19,679 62 75 3,935 317 261 3.530 1.215 
Albany 19,569 157 43 ·2.795 130 240 .840 .289 
Alice 52,495 67 70 4,375 821 747 21.398 1.099 
A1 ief 99,972 50 150 5,875 2,000 664 146 .• 62 3.012 
Alpine 24,200 475 68 12,100 51 355 .611 .144 
Amari 110 41.586 40 105 4,620 1,028 397 355.857 2.589 
Anahuac 62,262 88 87 4,789 711 719 3.175:' .989 
I-' 
AndreI-IS 80.139 180 79 6,155 437 1.017 1. 517 .43U 
0 Anthony 4,773 102 40 4,773 45 29 50.0/)0 1.552 
1.0 Aransas Pass 28,104 26 75 -2.810 1.067 375 34.407 2.845 
Arlington 168,778 44 118 4,688 3,799 1,435 21'·' .776 2.646 
Aspermont 20,506 163 37 4,101 125 552 .509 .228 
Athens 53.596 41 72 4.107 1,307 742 16.206 1.761 
Atlanta 58,696 46 52 3.9i3 1,272 1,126 8.420 1.130 
Austin 407.497 66 101 5,906 6,191 4.046 178.540 1.530 
Avery 22,666 93 71 3,778 243 318 2.316 .764 
Avinger 10,202 94 61 3,401 108 168 4.196 1.556 
Ball inger 36,120 128 49 4,013 282 733 2.729 .385 
Balmorhea 12.194 62 65 4,[165 137 184 .931 1.071 
Bandera 33,594 80 48 4,199 421 704 1.418 .598 
Bartlett 14.576 93 117 3,644 157 125 4.948 .1256 
Bastrop 75,007 65 64 4,412 1,160 -1,171 4.196 .991 
Bay CHy 58.106 72 97 5,811 S02 600 23.816 1.337 
Beaumont 95,672 90 151 6.834 1.064 633 217.982 1.681 
Beckville 28,488 98 81 4.070 290 352 3.373 .824 
Beeville 56,278 87 104 8,040 649 543 11.549 1.195 
Benavides 142,981 363 148 10,999 394 967 1.479 .407 
Big Springs 87,972 52 86 5,1365 1.691 1.020 25.627 1.658 
Big Sandy 19.348 50 74 3,870 390 260 3.198 1.500 




TABLE B2. REGULAR SCHOOL TRANSPORTATION DATA FOR SELECTED TEXAS SCHOOL 
DISTRICTS FOR SCHOOL YEAR 1972-1973 (can't) 
TOTAL COST COST/ COST/ COST/ REG. REG. PUPIL AREAL 
DISTRICT NAME REG. TRANS. PUPIL MILE ROUTE PU~ I LS MILES DENSITY 
Blue Ridge 12,767 61 66 .2,192 209 192 4.567 
Boerne-County Line 32,204 
,'. 
55 53 3,578 582 604 3.652 
Boling 39,199 50 88 4,900 781 446 6.308 
Bonham 43.995 58 65 4,tICO 762 678 8.702 
Borden 46,563 335 67 7,761 139 694 .222 
Borger 23,035 62 127 3,291 372 181 58.154 
Bovina 27,874 148 57 4,645 1e8 490 2.784 
Bo~Ji e County 267,1:36 1:3 74 '3,556 6,269 3,533 13.675 
Bowie 38,692 58 61 3,869 667 633 5.891 
Bracket 23,489 199 37 3.915 118 627 .375 
Brady 36,268 130 57 4,534 251 575 2.104 
Brazosport 206,8·~9 55 78 '2,'529 3,704 2,6-37 43.196 
Breckinridge 48,248 186 45 4,2.25 260 1,eSa 1.755 
Bremond 24,169 113 61 3,453 213 396 1.888 
Brenham 135,907 65 55 3,775 2,073 2,463 7. 6·~2 
Bro\'/nfic1d 54,208 77 59 3,614 7e7 915 7.180 
Browns vi11 e 241,193 63 156 14,230 3,3il 1,5(.6 202.644 
Bro~/m'/ood 22,891 34 53 . 3.270 633 423 23.803 
Brookeland 13,366 76 59 11,455 i/5 225 1.123 
Brooks 63,840 131 81 7.!'3C 483 791 2.470 
Bryan 68,668 16 33 ·1,907 4,298 2,085 21.437 
Burkburnett 53,468 65 68 3,31 2 825 792 19.522 
Burnet 67,307 83 51 5,177 807 1,320 2.229 
Calhoun County 89,164 73 85 4,053 1,215 1,e55 9.076 
Canadian 34,414 289 57 4,916 119 603 .957 
Canyon 114,986 76 64 6,388 1,;;22 1,803 3.856 
Carrizo Springs 31,669 76 42 3,959 416 762 1.803 
Carrollton-Farmer 32,054 31 71 ·2,914 2,027 453 181.075 
Carthage 144,328 80 56 4,374 1,800 2,590 3.918 
Center 69,828 54 72 4,354 1,291 965 8.820 
Centerville 40,821 106 53 3.711 384 772 1.325 
Cherokee 12,572 108 43 4.191 116 295 .590 








































TABLE B2. REGULAR SCHOOL TRANSPORTATION DATA FOR SELECTED TEXAS SCHOOL 
DISTRICTS FOR SCHOOL YEAR 1972-1973 (con't) 
TOTAL COST COST! COST! COST! Rt:G. REG. PUPIL AREAL 
DISTRICT 1W·:E REG. T:t;'iIS. PUPIL II,~LE RGJTE ?UPILS l·alES GEi·:SITY 
Childress 35.273 207 ~3 5.039 170 560 1.808 
Ch ill ocothe 28,736 181 60 4,789 159 477 1.f.47 
Cisco 22,901 92 55 3.817 249 420 4.546 
Clarendon 31.519 147 44 4,503 215 713 .579 
Clarksville 60,683 80 56 4.335 754 1.089 4.307 
Cleburne 35,553 63 52 3.950 566 572 19.779 
Cleveland 49,296 44 85 4,481 1,130 5132 15.194 
Clifton 22.547 71 44 3,758 316 514 3.697 
Coleman 16,215 125 45 4,054 130 359 4.140 
Columbia-Brazoria 88,104 46 70 ~,OO5 1.935 1,261 10.924 
Coma1 134,667 66 60 5,180 2,037 2,235 4.042 
Comanche 46,613 107 50 3,884 426 935 3.403 
Commerce 22,148 52 55 . 2,769 l,23 3.'.2 12.307 
Conroe 563,789 67 111 5,695 8,119 5,039 31.282 
Cooper 26,691 77 56 3,335 345 475 1.377 
Corpus Christi 48,9g8 81 82 4,900 602 598 255.837 
Corrigan-Camden 31,935 60 80 5,323 531 399 3.433 
Crockett Co. Cons. 33,890 251 89 5,648 135 318 .335 
C!"osbyton 23.466 116 41 3,352 203 574 1.760 
Covington 5.421 66 93 ·2,711 82 58 3.C51 
Cuero 43.9913 84 59 4,000 526 747 6.978 
Culberson Co. 24,467 213 84 6,117 115 292 .253 
Cypress~Fa;rbanks 433,291 58 71 6,280 7.525 6,062 46.651 
Daingerfield 57.615 49 101 4,431 1. i 75 572 15.616 
Dalhart 44,848 240 48 5,606 187 943 1.624 
Da 11 as 731,770 34 78 -3,075 21,337 9,364 283.169 
Danbury 9,065 82 46 4,533 110 198 ·-7.258 
Deer Park 180,820 93 213 4,205 1,934 850 158.526 
Delmar 26,025 79 77 3.718 328 336 3.297 
Del Valle 110,718 53 71 5.033 2,101 1,554 21.908 
Denison 53,980 65 108 3,856 828 501 49.550 
Denton 138,806 57 105 4,206 2.449 1.304 43.765 








































TABLE B2. REGULAR SCHOOL TRANSPORTATION DATA FOR SELECTED TEXAS SCHOOL 
DISTRICTS FOR SCHOOL YEAR 1972-1973 (can't) 
TOTA~ COST CCST/ COST/ COST/ R~G. KEG. PUt> I L t,REAL 
DISTRICT M:·jE R~G.. :~f\;·:S. PUi'IL MILE ROI.;E PiJ?ILS ;.aLES D~:;S~TY -.--
Dimmitt 61,028 103 59 4,069 590 1.034 3.190 
Dripping Springs 34,186 67 44 3,798 511 776 2.008 
Dumas 71,553 198 85 7,950 361 844 4.554 
Eagle Pass 63,024 51 72 4,348 1,239 881 4.285 
Eanes 36,523 53 136 5,218 690 269 45.032 
Edinburgh 214,883 57 70 4,572 3,767 3.0:';2 8.702 
Edna 45,632 99 68 5,070 <';62 673 4,8111 
E1 Campo 139,665 61 85 4,656 2,308 1,628 8.411 
E1 Paso 355,753 56 ;95 5,310 6,305 1,822 262.'-21 
Fabens 19,254 55 107 1,925 348 180 22.529 
Fairfield 49,787 73 47 .3,83') EEA 1,049 2.493 
Fa rmersvi 11 e 16,920 64 68 3,384 264 249 7.367 
Fan'le11 27,474 9'J 64 3,92:5 3')5 '!31 ~ ES4 
Floydada 54,133 112 61 6,J15 485 883 3.100 
Follett [,835 201 42 3,418 34 164 ,.641 
Fort Stockton 71,413 118 75 7,141 G03 958 .953 
Fredricksburg 52.910 83 51 4,41 11 633 1,0,'14 2.3::3 
Gainesville 31 ,956 78 85 4,5E5 4G8 373 34.500 
Galveston 126,415 72 138 7,023 1,753 917 118.9.39 
George-::o~m 31,582 55 57 3,9 f 3 t::'-" ..... 1.,: . .; 535 11. P 7 
Giddinqs 33,931 80 56 4,241 /,25 S07 3.549 
Gladel.ater 10(.213 67 41 6,013 1,532 726 i 5.211 
G1enrose 24,936 84 54 3,S52 293 402 2.575 
Go1dth\~aite 20,551 91 38 2.'335 226 5'-~;) 1 .. 553 
Goliad 59,530 i7 47 3,9E9 778 1,276 1.394 
Gonzales 84,892 89 76 5,659 958 1 ,121 4.305 
Gordon 10,483 126 47 3"lS4 83 224 1.167 
Goman 16,466 143 33 3,293 li5 5G3 2.743 
Graham 49,282 80 63 4,017 617 780 3.874 
Granbury 57,594 63 68 4,800 910 E51 3.583 
Grandfalls-Royalty 12,895 123 75 4,298 105 172 1.506 
Grand Sa 1i ne 25,765 61 66 5,294 420 392 2.209 







































TABLE B2. REGULAR SCHOOL TRANSPORTATION DATA FOR SELECTED TEXAS SCHOOL 
DISTRICTS FOR SCHOOL YEAR 1972-1973 (can't) 
TOTAL COST COST! COST! C8STI REG. REG. PUPIL AHEAL 
DISTRICT NAME REG. T~ANS. pupr:.. HILE ROUTE PUPILS MILES DENSITY 
Granger 11 ,269 119 47 ·2,817 95 239 3.402 
Gregory-Portland 37,591 33 97 5,37fJ 1,143 387 33.535 
Groesbeck 47,533 112 53 4,226 425 9,):) 1.807 
Groveton 45,633 113 73 5,71~ 404 623 1.502 
Gustine 15.509 113 58 ·3.102 137 267 1.437 
Hamlin 20,492 129 60 4,On 159 31;3 3,211 . 
Uarl ingen 113,189 44 86 7,074 2,600 1,215 43.575 
Hemphill 65,951 70 58 4,019 %4 1,136 2.528 
Henderson 134,399 71 70 4,800 1.827 1,929 8.430 
Henrietta 27,780 92 55 3,969 2.5::1 €'J8 1.687 
Hereford 127,692 84 53 4,911 1.525 2.425 7.1139 
Hi llsboro 24,254 79 58 3,465 306 417 9.0~5 
Holland 9,016 105 48 . 3,005 85 185 3.363 
Honeygrove 23,244 100 54 3,374 2:)3 432 3.144 
Houston 594,129 4) 94 5.605 14,800 3.655 616.855 
Huntsville 199,834 69 102 6,a91 2,ae6 l,9S0 . 5.559 
Hurst-Euless- 60,458 25 92 3,779 2. ilQi 654 360.977 
Bedford 
Industrial 50,618 107 83 4,602 475 610 2.351 
Iowa Park Cons. 36,648 50 66 4.58i 737 559 11.517 
I raan-Sheffie 1 d 41,896 291 90 8,379 144 467 .448 
Iredell 7,216 134 78 3.6GIJ 54 92 .590 
Ita 1y .11 .934 85 70 3,S78 140 170 7.929 
Itasca 20,123 64 61 '2.£75 3.5 329 4.088 
Jacksboro 37,402 165 53 4,675 226 710 1. 519 
Jasper 107,455 50 73 4,672 2.134 1.473 7.589 
Jim Hogg Co. 36.053 311 46 6,0::19 116 788 1.094 
Johnson City 19,933 126 39 3,987 158 :>11 .743 
Jonesboro 13,148 146 37 3.287 90 356 1.149 
Junction 30,068 118 38 3.759 255 799 .676 
Kaufman 49,261 49 83 4,926 1,000 594 8.699 
Kemp 28,417 57 53 3,552 500 536 4,5CO 
Kenedy 26,460 50 72 3,780 525 368 8.007 








































TABLE B2. REGULAR SCHOOL TRANSPORTATION DATA FOR SELECTED TEXAS SCHOOL 
DISTRICTS FOR SCHOOL YEAR 1972-1973 (con't) 
TOT.t.L COST COST! COST! COST! REG. REG. PUPIL ARE:AL 
DISTRICT NP.r·iE Rt:G. TRANS. PUPIL NilE BC~TE PUPILS ~m~s DENSITY 
Ki 11 een 148,749 41 81 4,643 3.565 1.842 27.071 
King'svil1e 19,702 33 164 4.9?5 600 120 64.085 
Knox City 9,997 156 76 4.S9S 64 131 4.538 
Kountee 43,212 49 76 .1,321 875 544 5.594 
LaGrange 51,533 65 64 3.631 786 1.26Q 4.181 
Lamar Cons. 296,319 55 105 4,703 5,373 2,812 21.912 ' 
Lamesa 81 ,582 56 65 5,227 1 ,l; 51 1,268 9.641 
Lar.1;Jassas 66,832 71 51 3,713 933 1 ,304 1.390 
lanev; 11 e 26,299 73 72 .2,914 357 364 3.822 
Laredo 43,082 140 141 5,385 415 .,,,~ ..,'V:) 303.710 
Leakey 10,748 136 60 3,533 79 179 .477 
Levelland 78.329 62 71 3,')16 1.267 1 • i 05 9.612 
Liberty Hill 18,388 106 64 6,113 173 287 1.991 
liberty 59,829 50 117 5,933 1,190 512 15.782 
Littlefield 39,027 113 57 .3,252 3t.5 69Q 7.!:C5 
Llano 55,433 97 49 5,039 573 1,128 . 1. 121 
Lockhart 68,348 72 73 4,020 950 941 8.635 
Longview 164,304 51 93 '3,1(51 3,243 1,764 71.175 
Loraine 22,67l 133 96 5,GG3 170 236 2.278 
Lubbock 43,136 93 113, 4,793 464 381 349.057 
Lufkin 96,352 36 90 3,854 2,6l!9 1,075 43.576 
~1cAdoo 11 ,257 142 54 3,7'::2 79 175 .S53 
r'leA 11 en 135,950 27 125 6,180 5,0(10 1,085 167.153 
l1a1akoff 47,636 122 96 6,8(15 389 496 6.657 
Manor 32,286 62 lOS 4,612 518 2S'9 8.172 
Narb1e Falls 35,512 SO 72 .1,314 ~S4 536 4.141 
r·larfa 14,012 90 41 3,503 156 338 .244 
r"art on Co. 83,323 62 63 3,623 1,343 1,328 4.327 
Marshall-Harrison. 168,263 55 76 3,913 3,049 2,219 15.795 
f1ason 56,223 141 59 5,622 400 950 .658 
t~egarge1 5,561 113 48 2,781 49 117 .847 
Memphis 10,195 138 50 3,398 74 205 3,396 








































TABLE B2. REGULAR SCHOOL TRANSPORTATION DATA FOR SELECTED TEXAS SCHOOL 
DISTRICTS FOR SCHOOL YEAR 1972-1973 (con't) 
TOTAL COST COST! COST! COST! REG. REG. PUPIL AREAL 
DISiRICT ;-.;t-.r:E R::;. TRA;,iS. P:;?IL f,IlE ~G:,r:E P~?ILS r"ILES DE1'<SITV 
Mesquite 73,997 43 115 5,285 1,733 637 295.745 
mami 21,223 3d2 53 5,3C6 62 403 .257 
~1i dland 157,203 45 69 5,766 3,6n 2,407 19.504 
Ni d\~ay 23,092 147 45 3,349 157 500 .571 
Milford 4,472 102 40 2,236 ~4 112 2.G92 
mneral Hells 60,6B5 50 101 5~C57 1,200 (OJ 38.587 
f1ission 45,504 53 215 7,534 854 212 187.120 
rlonahans-Wkt-Pyte 32.916 79 110 5,490 537 9:)0 5.924 
Moody 18,028 77 60 3,G:)6 233 301 4.559 
f.iotley Co. 22,56~ 196 40 3,762 115 559 .320 
Nount Pleasant 63,039 50 58 4,203 1 • 2'~9 l,OB3 19.924 
I·jount Vernon 34,729 68 50 -;:,8';14 514 5:;5 3.711 
~luleshoe 59.755 77 54 4.258 779 1.0S7 3.633 
Hull i n 11,439 143 51 3,810 80 224 .523 
Nacogdoches Co. 150.827 55 53 4,190 2,754 2,820 11 .238 
Natal1a 19,240 47 89 3,848 (O~ 215 10.014 
Navarro 17,556 60 66 3,511 235 268 4.867 
Navasota 83,314 55 64 3,737 1.520 1,297 5.754 
Neches 21,449 85 37 4,290 250 580 2.603 
Ne~1 Surrmerfield 10,956 70 75 '2,739 1:)5 147 2.981 
Nixon 20,841 92 52 3,474 226 400 3.559 
Norheim 10,916 124 61 3,639 83 18') 1.750 
Northeast 235.205 39 116 5,8~1 7,359 2,115. 204.255 
Northside 302,072 43 81 6,lIi5 6,5-;;3 3,750 67.137 
Northside 14,040 111 79 3,510 126 178 1.378 
Odessa 344,923 78 130 6,159 4,406 2.6d8 23.342 
Olney 19,945 124 65 3.989 161 2C6 4.075 
Ore City 26,213 78 121 5,243 ')~~ .",;)0 216 5.579 
Overton 10,355 69 138 3,452 130 75 14.857 
Paducah 33.890 195 44 4.236 174 774 .751 
Palestine 107,909 52 85 5.139 2,071 1,263 14.186 
Pampa 644,116 230 90 5.859 2::·9 715 10.229 








































TABLE B2. REGULAR SCHOOL TRANSPORTATION DATA FOR SELECTED TEXAS SCHOOL 
DISTRICTS FOR SCHOOL YEAR 1972-1973 (con't) 
TOTAL CCST COST! COST! CCSi! REG. REG. PUPIL AREAL 
DISTRICT N'\~iE REG. TrtAi:S. ?U?IL t·;: LE :::OUTE r~I LES On6ITY 
Pasadena 323,842 44 124 9,525 7,353 2.619 418.256 
Pawnee 15,874 127 55 . 3,175 125 287 1.340 
Pearland 77 ,682 32 111 4,316 2,l.26 698 93.233 
Pearsa 11 45,170 114 60 5,6:'5 397 755 2.484 
Pecos-Pars tow 63,873 109 49 4,913 583 1,315 2.675' 
Perryton 64,808 206 50 S,4~1 ~14 1.302 2.728 
Pittsburg 63,933 69 59 3,628 992 1,G03 7.451 
Plains 37,789 169 54 4,724 223 201 .790 
Pl a i nvi e\~ 105,597 64 59 3,641 1.615 1,785 15.377 
Pleasanton 67,385 78 74 5,515 8Sf) 910 4.492 
Ponder 7,633 76 62 3,817 114 121 2.741 
Port Arthur 111 ,836 . 68 102 6.~SO 1, G55 1,100 260.725 
Post 42.732 177 62 5,3{·2 242 694 1.367 
Prairie lea 6,377 55 73 3,439 12'1 94 2.538 
Putnam 2,811 59 31 ·2,811 48 91 .487 
City 30,511 74 67 4,359 410 455 6.357 
28,913 174 56 9,633 166 512 .489 
lle 23.130 83 124 4,722 339 226 31.417 
io 28.]51 56 116 4,792 518 247 3.740 
Rice Cons. 51.209 71 61 4,555 723 842 3.954 
Ri chardson 136,633 27 104 4. i·~2 5,(':"1:) 1.320 771.234 
Richland Springs 18,'115 180 44 4,2,) 105 4:;0 .464 
Rio Grande City 137,184 99 101 11 1,331 1.355 6.910 
Robstown 25,394 75 108 5,079 333 236 55.736 
Roby 21,192 128 55 3,532 165 384 1.974 
Rockdate 35,843 70 61 3.93'\. 510 589 7.116 
Rllchlakk 35;740 49 74 3,971 727 485 15.176 
Roxton 11.744 186 63 ·2,936 63 185 "1.885 
Royal 43,706 66 99 6.244 667 441 5.146 
Sabi na 1 14.222 141 40 3,$'51. 10i 3EO 1.5J5 
San Angelo 71.543 46 114 . 1.555 1.557 627 61.069 




































TABLE B2. REGULAR SCHOOL TRANSPORTATION DATA FOR SELECTED TEXAS SCHOOL 
DISTRICTS FOR SCHOOL YEAR 1972-1973 (con't) 
TOTril COST CCSTI COST/ CGST/ rlEG. REG. PU?IL AREAL LINEAR 
DISTR!CT N:t\:::: REG. n;,.~.)!S. Pt;,J! L ~ ~ ":", I"" RCljT~ P:.J?!!.S r1:L.ES DEllS lTV D::~SITY .', ... _" 
San Felipe-Del Rio 120,991 35 93 5,500 3,474 1,300 6.882 2.672 
San ~larcos 93,753 36 100 4,2:52 2,575 94i 20.792 2.736 
Santo 19,538 92 47 '2,791 212 414 1.3'+3 .512 
San Saba 29,440 124 42 4.206 238 701 1.734 .340 
Schleicher Cons. 31,110 219 49 4 i42 634 .408 .224 
Seguin 95,249 85 82 5.953 1,127 1,165 12.953 .967 
SeMinole 95,:::08 153 61 6,2~7 625 1,577 1.585 .3% 
Seymour 36,1103 97 32 3,3')9 ?-~ ..,/0 i,146 1.029 .323 
Shallo'dater 18,293 61 79 3,559 298 233 9.486 1.279 
Shamrock 16,222 189 57 5, .. ;~:- 86 284 2.924 .303 
Sherman 73,184 41 111 6,<;;9 1,793 ~53 75.824 2.72S 
I-' Sierra Blanca 4,351 256 23 · 2,176 17 j'n .163 .089 
I-' Silsbee 103,105 51 26 4,910 2,037 813 21.641 2.490 
~ Silverton 20,536 137 37 4,107 150 553 .740 .271 
Skidmore-Tynan 16,362 76 55 .2,727 215 ~95 1.688 .729 
Slaton 27,052 35 70 3,865 iS7 385 18.072 1.992 
Sl ide 11 11 ,610 122 55 ·2,gJ3 95 210 .928 .452 
Slocum 18,720 110 72 3,744 170 261 1.439 .651 
Smithvi lle 34,304 95 56 4.238 352 6G8 3.263 •. 595 
Snook 29,482 62 gl · 3,276 475 209 3.303 2.273 
Snyder 93,265 101 32 4,663 919 1,140 5.721 .806 
Sonora 24,852 176 32 (,.97;) 141 7G8 .527 .184 
Spearman .39,507 201 53 4,9:13 1'?7 744 2.150 .255 
Springbranch 852,157 45 110 4,5G9 18,9t.9 7,812 874.857 2.425 
Springlake-Earth 45,515 59 75 3,793 765 6')7 3.713 1.260 
Spri ngtOl'm 28,74g 40 73 '3.194 720 3:;2 8.585 1.837 
Spur 23,515 198 65 8.919 119 360 1.105 .331 
Stamford 18,701 156 78 4,675 120 239 7.160 .502 
Stephenville 39,886 81 54 3,626 495 738 "'.679 .671 
Stratford 53,784 243 44 5,373 221 1,220 .849 .181 
Sulphur Bluff 13,095 75 51 ·3,274 175 259 1.402 .676 
Sulphur Springs 75,206 53 65 3,413 1,430 1,150 9.233 1.243 
Tahoka 25,799 96 43 3,686 230 599 2.867 .451 
Tarkington 51,458 57 89 5,718 905 580 3.970 1.560 
Temple 24.021 100 96 4,804 240 250 144.080 .960 





TABLE B2. REGULAR SCHOOL TRANSPORTATION DATA FOR SELECTED TEXAS SCHOOL 
DISTRICTS FOR SCHOOL YEAR 1972-1973 (con't) 
TOTAL COST COST/ ceST/ C'JSTI rEG. REG. PU?Il AREAL 
DISTRICT ~!Ar.:::: RES. TR~>lS. ?:JPIl l-lILE ReUTE PU?ILS 14IlJ::S DEi:SITY 
Three Rivers 34,245 132 51 4,281 259 655 1.432 
Timpson 42.862 85 73 3,897 507 534 4.130 
Trent 9.796 151 40 .2., (t9 "',.. -:) 242 1 . 134 
Tulia 54 ,771 111 55 4,5U 4n 9S'G 4.2:2 
Tur key-Qu itaque 21,029 128 54 5.257 164 388 .812 
Tyler 179,558 59 87 4,853 3,')(51 2,CSe 76 .171 
Uvalde Cons. 35,5£:0 49 44 ·2,315 750 3d1 3.2i6 
Valentine S,235 87 45 5,235 60 1 : 5 .107 
Va 11 ey j.lj 11 s 15,483 94 48 ·3,037 165 325 1.837 
Valley View 11 ,316 79 42 · 2,9('4 11:3 270 3.274 
Van Alstyne 19,797 97 104 4 01:" ,.... .~ 205 F'1 i.527 
Vega 17.344 114 48 4, 3~6 152 352 .783 
Wa 11 is 7.401 61 7:) 3,701 1 !' 1 106 8.000 
Wa 11 29,976 51 (5 3,331 It:'n ,-'v 650 1.339 
iie 1 nut Spri ngs 7.312 162 40 3,[56 45 1::'.4 1.124 
Warren 68,247 90 84 5,250 761 816 3.426 
~Jaxahachi e 47,484 37 67 3,957 1,295 70'3 17 .E87 
~Icll ington 21,825 202 59 4,355 Eg 373 1.755 
Wellman 22,922 123 73 3,82J 185 312 1.681 
~Je 11 s 11 ,955 66 61 • 2,989 180 195 3.505 
Weslaco 111, 126 28 55 3.iD4 3,976 2,030 112.143 
West-Orange Cove 66,250 31 148 5,321 2,12] 448 212.5<35 
Cons. 
l~nee 1 er 14,(159 188 53 • 2,852 76 227 1.727 
Whit~ Settlement 14,502 48 121 · 2. C:~() 280 120 111. 120 
~/ichita Falls 141,514 44 95 5,245 3,1:7 1,492 169.739 
Wi nr.sboro 47,134 89 68 3,928 529 696 4.559 
Hinters 32,360 151 56 4,045 214 581 2.516 
~lolfe City 14,251 84 66 3,563 170 217 '3.870 
Vloodvi 11e 64,524 62 74 4,308 1.0l'.8 876 5.572 
Woodson 7,162 224 66 3,581 32 109 .596 
Yantis 12.413 76 69 ' 3.103 164 180 2.431 
Yorktown 28,Z14 118 62 3.527 240 457 3.£26 
Ys 1 eta 38.741 20 123 • 2,930 1,933 314 553.823 
Zapata 50.158 136 89 8.360 390 564 1.084 






































TABLE B3. DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS OF 331 TEXAS SCHOOL 
DISTRICTS FOR SCHOOL YEAR 1972-1973. 
District Name PARDEN Linear Load Ave. Rt. 
Densit;:[ Factor Lensth 
ABERNATHY 5.a'S1 .79, 55.25 69.85 
ABILENE Jb 1h846 2'~3,; 126.25 48.00 
ALAMO HEIGHTS 479.()00 S.37e; 215.00 40.00 
ALBANY .840 '2Sc) 18.57 64.26 
ALBA-GOLDEN 3.530 1'2ie:; 63.40 52 .1~ 
AMA~ILLO 355.857 2.5aQ 114.22 44.12 
ANAHUAC 3.175 .ge~ 54.69 55.3(1 
ALICE 21.398 1.09Q 68.42 62.25 
ALIEF 146.162 3.01;7 117 • 65 39.0" 
ALPINE .611 ·144 25.50 177.08 
ANDREWS 1.617 .43'; 33.62 78.18 
ARANSAS PASs 34.40 7 2.84c1 106.70 37.50 
ANTI'10NV 50.noO 1.55; 45.00 28.99 
ARLINGTON 241.766 2.64'" 105.53 39.88 
ASPERMONT .509 .28q 25.20 87.50 
ATHENS 16.21)6 1.761 100.54 57.0CJ 
ATLANTA 8.420 1.130 84.80 75.04 
AVEWV 2.316 .764 40.50 53.0\ 
AVINGER 4.\96 .64' 36.00 55.99 
AUSTIN 178.540 1.53/\ 89.72 58.64 
BALlINGER 2.729 ·3Se; 31.33 81.39 
BALMORHEA .931 1.1)7; 65.67 61.31 
BANDERA l.SB6 ·59A 52.62 88.0., 
BARTLETT 4.948 1'25" 39.25 31.25 
BASTROP 4.196 '991 68.24 68.85 
BEAUMONT 217.982 1.68t 76.00 45.21 
BAy CITy 23.816 1.331 eO.20 59.9Q 
BECKVILLE 3.313 .824 41.43 50.28 
REEVILLE 11.549 1.19e:; 92.71 77.59 
lUG SANOY 3.198 I.SOn 18.00 52.0n 
BIG SPRING Lt5.fI:!'7 1.6'5 Q 112.73 67.9Q 
BLOOMINGTON 8.288 2.14,,\ 108.33 50.51 
BLUE RIOGE 4.561 1'08~ 52.25 47.9A 
BOEHNE COUNTY LINE 3.652 .964 64.67 67.08 
BRACKETT .375 • UHI 19.67 104.61 
BRADY 2.104 .431 31.37 71.80 
BRAZOSPORT "8.196 1.41Q 49. \4 34.63 
BOLING 6.308 1.751 97.62 55.75 
BONHAM 8.102 1'124 76.20 67.7Q 
BORDEN .222 .2011 23.17 115.83 
BORGER 58.154 2.05e; 53.14 25.8(1, 
80vINA 2.784 .384 31.33 81.60 
ROwIE COUNTy 13.f\15 1.1~" 83.59 48.4' 
BOwIE 5.R91 1.osn 66.70 63.52 
BRECKENRIDGE 1.755 ·241 26.00 107.8R 
BREMOND 1.e88 ·53R 30.43 56.56 
BRENHAM 1.642 .844 57.72 68.39 
BROOKELAND 1.12'3 .17A 58.33. 74.9A 
BROOKS COUNTY 2.410 .617 61.00 98.81 
8RO~NFIELD 1.180 .17' 47.13 60.91 
(continued) 
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DISTRICTS FOR SCHOOL YEAR 1972-1973 (con't) 
Linear Load Ave. Rt. 
DiStrict Name PARDEN Densit.z: Factor Lenith 
BRowNSVILLE 202.1)44 2,46r; 224.18 90.94 
BROwNWOOD i3.R03 I-59" 97.57 61.13 
BURKRUHNETT 19.522 1.04::1 51.56 49.48 
BURNET 2.229 .61t 62.08 101.60 
CAL~OUN COUNT'( 'hll16 1.1Ci::l 55.23 41.94 
CANliDIAN ,951 '191'l 11.00 86.7J 
CANYON 3.856 .84:' 84.56 100.42 
CAR"'IZO SPRINGS 1.803 0546 52.00 95.24 
CARHOLLTON-FARMER SR 181.015 2.261 93.36 41.1A 
CARTHAGE 3.9\8 .69r; 54.55 78.48 
CENTERVILLE (LEON) 1.325 .491 34.91 10.24 
CENTER 8.820 1.33Q 80.69 60.31) 
CHEROKEE .590 .391 38.67 98.39 
CHICO 4.010 .809 52.40 64.71 
CHILDRESS 1.808 '304 24.29 79.89 
CHILLICOTHE 1.44 7 '331 26.50 79.58 
CLA~ENOON .C;79 .30~ 30.71 101.70 
CLARKSVILLE 4.307 .69~ 53.A6 71.8'3 
CISCO 4.546 '591 41.50 69.9~ 
CLEflURNE 19.179 .99n 62.89 63.5'-
CLEVELAND 15.194 1.94::1 102.73 52.91) 
CLIfTON 3.697 .61C:; 52.67 85.64 
COLEMAi~ 4.140 '36::1 32.50 89.1A 
COLUMBIA-BRAZORIA 10.924 1.534 87.95 57.34 
COMAL 4.042 .91\ 78.35 91.40 
COMANCHE 3.~03 '4,,1'! 36.33 83.31 
COMfI4ERCE 12.037 1.231 52.87 42.74 
CONROE 31.282 1'595 82.01 51,42 
COOPER 3.2t1 .7~1; 43.13 59.40 
CORPUS CHRIsTI 25S.AS1 1'001 bO.20 59.18 
CORRIGAp':-CAMDEN 3,433 1.33' 88.50 66.49 
COVINGTON 3.n51 l'4H 41.00 29.01) 
CROCKETT COUNTY .336 '354 22.50 63.56 
CROSByTON 1.160 .354 29.00 81.92 
CUERO 6.918 .71)4 47.82 61.9.-
CULRERSON COUNTY .253 '394 28.15 12.97 
CYP~ESS_FAIRRANKS 4~.651 1.24? 109.07 81.82 
DAINGERFIELD 15.616 2'0'54- 90.38 44.00 
DALHART 1.624 '1911 23.31 118.0l-
DALLAS cOUNTY 283.169 2.21Cl 89.65 39,34 
DANRURY 1.iJ58 .55-. 55.00 98.9, 
OEEH PAQl( 158.526 2.21C; 44.98 19.71 
OELJ04AR 3.?97 .97r- 46.B6 48,01 
DEL VALLE 21.91)8 1-35::1 95.50 10.64 
OENISON 49.550 1.651 59.14 35.71t 
DENTON .3.165 1.81"1 74.21 39.52 
DE"EYVILLE 3.41'11 1.111 18.80 46,011 
DIMMITT 3. cHO .571 39.33 68.88 
DRIPPING SPRINGS 2.1)08 .65Cl 56.18 86.16 
DUMAS 4.S5~ .428 ~0.11 93.72 
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DISTRICTS FOR SCHOOL YEAR 1972-1973 (can't) 
Linear Load Ave. Rt. 
District Name PARDEN Density Factor Length 
EAGLE PASS 4.285 1.411111 95.31 67.79 
EANES 45.032 2·56r.; 98.57 38.43 
EDINBURG 6.7(12 1.234 80.15 64.95 
ECTOR COUNTy 23.34l 1.664 78.68 47.28 
EDNA 4.841 .68111 51.33 74.83 
EL. CAMPO 8.411 1.41111 76.93 54.25 
ELo PASO 262.221 3.4ft'; 94.10 27.2n 
F"ABENS 22.629 1.93' 34.80 18.00 
F"AI~nELD ?493 .65~ 52.62 80.70 
FARMERSVILL.E 7.367 1.06" 52.80 49.8i 
FARwELL 3.854 .7jil 43.71 61.57 
FL.O'tDADA 3.100 .549 53.89 98.16 
FOLLETT .641 '2"7 17.00 82.13 
FORT STOCKTON .953 .63~ 60.50 95.73 
FREDERICKSBURG 2.198 .6\1 53.17 87.02 
GAINESVILL.f. 34.500 1.079 58.29 54.02 
GALVESTON 118.989 1.91;' 97.39 50. 9 4 
GEORGETOWN 11.117 1.02' 71.12 69.53 
GIDDINGS 3.549 '7n~ 5l.13 75.89 
GI..ADEWATER 15.211 2.11n 90.12 42.71 
GL.EN ROSE 2.675 .64~ 42.57 66.011 
GRAMAM 3.874 .791 51.42 65.00 
GRANBURy 5.098 1.069 75.83 70.96. 
G~ANDF"ALLS-RO'tAL.TY 1.5,,6 .61n 35.00 57.3A 
GRAIIIDVIEW 4.933 1.00n 57.50 57.5(1 
GRAND SALINe: 7.209 1.on 70.00 65.36 
GRANGF.R 3.402 ·39'7 23.75 59.8~ 
GOLOTMWAITE 1.5'53 .42~ 32.29 76.51 
GOLIAD 1.394 '6i~ 51.87 85.03 
GONZALES 4.305 .85t; 63.87 71+.7/1 
GORDON 1.167 '37, 27.67 74.57 
GOR~AN 2.743 ·229 23.00 100.1+4 
GREGORY_PO~TLANO 33.S35 2.96111 164.00 55.29 
GROESBECK 1.607 .47~ 38.64 81.8(0, 
GROVETON 1.5(12 .64111 50.50 77.93 
GUsTINE 1.437 .51' 27.40 53.1+1 
HAMLIN 3.211 0464 31.80 68.53 
HARLINGEN 125.778 1.977 162.50 82.21) 
HARRISON COUNTy 15.795 1.374 70.91 51. 6 ] 
HEMPHILL 2.529 .831 59.00 71.00 
HENDERSON 6.4:JO .97~ 6S.07 66.5~ 
HENIolIETTA 1.687 .35A 35.71 99.7111 
HEREFowD 7.189 .629 58.65 93.2-:; 
HILt.SBO~O 9.006 .734 43.71 59.56 
HOLLANO 3.368 .46~ 28.67 62.05 
HONEY GROVE 3.144 '539 38.83 72.05 
HOUSTON 616.A55 2.36.' 139.62 59.sea 
HUNTSVILLE 5.559 1.47~ 99.52 67.61 
HURST-EUL.ESS-9EOFORD 36".977 3.671 150.06 40.88 
INDUSTRIAL. 2.351 .77ea 43.18 55.43 
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TABLE B3. DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS OF 331 TEXAS SCHOOL 
DISTRICTS FOR SCHOOL YEAR 1972-1973 (conlt) 
Linear Load Ave. Rt. 
District Name PAlUlEN Density Factor Length 
IRAAN.SHEFFIELD .448 .301\ 28.80 93.51 
IOWA PARK CONS. 11.517 1.311\ 92.12 69.91) 
ITAL.Y 1.929 .824 46.61 56.63 
IREDELL .590 .581 21.00 46.00 
ITASCA 4.088 .951 45.00 41.02 
JACKSBORO 1.519 .31111 28.25 88.84 
JASPER 7.589 1.449 92.18 64.0, 
JIM HOGG COUNTY 1.094 .147 19.33 131.52 
JOHNSON cITy .143 .31l~ 31.60 102.21 
JONESBORO 1.1_9 .25~ 22.50 8F1.93 
JUNCTION .676 .319 31.88 99.92 
KAuFMAN 8.699 1.684 100.00 59.38 
KEMP 4.500 .93~ 62.50 66.9Q 
KENEDY 8.1'101 1.421 15.00 52.56 
KERRVILL.E 11.313 1.981'1 93.71 41.14 
t<ILt.:EEN 27.071 1.99'; 114.53 57.55 
KINGSVILLE 64.085 5.00n 150.00 30.0n 
KNOX CITY 4.538 .480 32.00 65.44 
KOUIliTZE 5.59_ 1 0611\ 87.60 54.41 
LAGRANGE 4.181 .982 





LAMESA 9.641 1-16(, 104.36 89.94!! 
L.AMPASAS 3.216 0710 52.11 12.4F1 
LANEVILLE 3.822 .91111 39.67 40.5" 
LA~EDO 1303.071 1.350 52.00 38.26 
LEAKEY .477 .44; 26.33 59.71 
LEVELLAND 9.612 1·147 63.35 55.23 
LIBERT'( HILL 1.991 '60"1'1 51.67 95.63 
LIBERTY lS.'€12 2.32~ 119.00 51.2('1 
LLANO 1.121 .5(1C! 52.09 102.54 
L ITTL.EF IELO 7.5f>5 .501l 28.75 57.5ft 
LOCKHART 8."36 1.010 55.88 55.33 
LONGVrEw 11.175 1.831'1 "2.37 33.9:\ 
LORAINE 2.i!78 ·721\ 42.50 59.03 
LUBIoIOCK 349.057 1.2ilil 51.56 42.33 
LUFKIN "3.576 Z.46' 105.96 43.04 
MCADOO .AS3 -45; 26.33 58.3Q 
MCALLEN 161.153 4.601'1 227.27 49.3? 
M'LUOFF l.6S1 .7A6- 55.57 70.8s 
MANOR 8.172 1.73' 74.00 42.13 
MARBLE FAL.LS 4.\41 .90' 60.50 67.00 
MARFA .244 .46:1 39.00 84.41' 
MARION COUNTY 4 • .327 1.oi, 58.39 57.16 
MASON .6S8 .421 40.00 95.01 
MEGARGEL .841 -410 24.50 59.4T 
MEMPHIS 3.396 -361 24.67 68.3) 
MENARD .582 ·20:;; 19.17 94.88 
MESQUITE 295.746 i.721 123.79 4S.4Q 
MIAMI .257 ·154 15.50 100.65 
MIDLAND 19.504 1.53. 121.34 83.01 
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DISTRICTS FOR SCHOOL YEAR 1972-1973 (can't) 
Linear Load Ave. Rt. 
District Name PARDEN Density Factor Length 
MIDwAY 2.6~2 .391 26.17 66.5A 
MILFORD ,571 .3a 22."0 70,06 
MINERAL WELL.S 38.131\7 2·oon 100.00 50.00 
MIsSION 187.120 4.0?'A 142.33 35.34 
MONAHANS-WICKT-PYOTE 13.924 1.3~~ 69.62 50.02 
MOOOY 4.559 .774 46.60 60.21 
,",OTLEY COUNTY .320 ·20-. 19.17 93.04 
MOUIIIT PLEASA"lT 19.924 1.15, 83.27 72.22 
MOUNT VERNON 3.711 .74" 42.83 57,8'1 
MULESHOE 3,633 .71n 55.64 71:1,37 
MULLIN .523 '357 26.67 74,7n 
NACOGDOCHES COUNTY 11.238 ,98ii 76.78 78.34 
NATALIA 10,01 4 1'90~ 81.'10 43,01 
NAVARRO 4.867 1.101 59.00 53.59 
NAVASoTA 5,754 1'17~ 69.09 58.9!11 
NECHES 2.603 .431 50.00 116.01 
NEW SUMMERF!ELD 2.Q81 l'Ob' 39.00 36,7" 
NIXON 3,559 .561) 37.67 66.67 
NORDHEI", 1.7~O .4AQ 29.33 59.99 
NORTHSIOEC-ILBARGERI 1.378 '70A 31.50 44,4C1 
NORTHSIOE CREXAR) 67.137 1,861 142.61 76,51.; 
NORTH EAST 204.265 3.007 150.39 50.01 
OL.NEY 4.n75 .52-. 32.20 61.21. 
ORE CITy 5.579 1.5M 67.60 43.19 
OVERTON 14.857 2'00t; 50.nO 25.00 
PADUCAH .751 .22.:; 21.75 96.67 
PALESTINE 14.1f16 1.6~" 98.62 60,3q 
PAMPA 10.229 '39::t 25.45 64.94 
PARIS 183.1:11'2 4.24l 11:17.00 37.0n 
PASADENA 418.?S6 2.808 216.26 77,02 
PEARL.ANO 93,233 3,47-. 134.78 38,77 
PfAllSAI.L 2,484 '5~fI 49.62 94,34 
PAWNEE 1.:140 ,43f1 25.00 57.34 
PECOS-BARSToW ?,676 ,447 45.23 101.1~ 
PER~YTON 2,728 '24, 26.17 108.5A 
PL.AINS .790 ·31A 27.87 87.66 
PI.AlNvlEW 15,377 .92::t 56.72 61,52 
PITTSBURG 7,451 .9Aq 132.21 52,7q 
PLEASANTON 4,492 ·94<; 71.67 75.84 
P~ARIE LEA 2.53B 1.31q 62.00 47.01 
PONOER 1.741 .~iCl 57.00 62,0~ 
PORT ARTHUR 260.725 1.50C; 103.44 68,7, 
POST 1.367 .34Q 30.1'5 86,68 
PUTNAM .4e7 ·527 48.00 91,0" 
QUEEN CrTY 6.367 ·~01 58.57 65,01 
RANKIN .4,,9 ·324 55.33 170.71\ 
IUyMONDvII.L.E 31,417 1,50n 67.80 45.20 
~EFUGIO 3,740 2'097 86.33 41.17 
RICE CO~S. 3."94 ·859 65.73 76.52' 
RICHARDSON 771.231 3.7"11 151.52 40,00 
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Linear Load Ave. Rt. 
District Name PAt"IDEN Density Factor Length 
RICHLANO SPRINGS .464 .244 26.25 107.58 
RIO GRANDE CITY 6. IHO 1.019 115.08 112.94 
ROBSTOW~' 55.736 1.43t, 67.80 47.21 
ROBY l.cH4 .430 27.50 63.95 
ROCKOALE 7.116 .8~Ft 56.67 65.4' 
ROCI<SPRYNGS .357 'HI, 15.37 84.0? 
ROCKWALL 15.176 1,49Q 80.78 53.89 
ROxTON 1.8A5 ,J4; 15.75 46.1(1 
ROyAL 5.416 1.51~ 9'5.2C) 63.02 
SABINAL 1.535 .281 25.25 8C).86 
SANTO 1.343 .5i~ '0.~9 59.15 
SAN ANGELO 67,069 2.48, 119.77 48.24 
SAN FELIPE-OEL RIO 6.8R2 2.67:J 157.91 59.In 
SAN MARCOS 20.H2 2.73,. 117.05 42.78 
SAN SABA 1.734 .34n 34.00 100.00 
SCHLEICHER CONS, .408 ,224- 20.29 90.S/) 
SEGUIN 12.958 ,9"7 70.44 72.Eh l-
SI'IALLOI1ATER 9.486 1.27Q 59.60 46.60 
SI'IAMROCK 2.924 ,10' 28.67 94.61 
SEMINOLE 1.585 ·39Ft 41.67 105.22 
SEYMOUR 1.029 .32A 34.18 104.21 
SI'IERMAN 75.S?4 2.7?Ci 149.42 54.83 
!;IERRA ALANeA .163 'ORQ 8.50 95,S} 
Si.ATON 18.072 1.99:J 109.57 55.01 
SILSBEE 21.641 2.490 97.00 38.9t<-
SILVERTON .740 .27; 30.00 11 0.70 
SI(IOMORE-TYNAN 1.688 .7?Q 35.83 49.15 
SI..IOELL .928 .45:J 23.75 52.54 
SI..OeUM 1.439 '6'5; 34.00 52.2' 
SMITHVILLE 3,263 ·59C; 45.25 76.00; 
SNOOI( 3.303 2.271 52.78 23.22 
SPEARMAN 2.150 '26<; 24.62 92.9::0 
SNYOER 111.711 .eOFt 45.95 57.01 
SONORA .527 ·19i. 28.20 153.26 
S~RrNGLAI(E-EARTH 3.713 l'26n 63.75 50.60 
S~RINGTOWN 8.586 1,837 80.00 43.55 
S~RING BRANCH 874.flS7 2.4;:0,. 101.33 41.77 
STA"'IFOkO 7.160 '50' 30.00 59.7Ft 
S~UR 1.105 '33; 19.83 59.9:? 
STEPHENVILLE 7.679 .67; 45.00 67.06 
STRATFORD .949 -18i 22.10 122.10 
SULPHUR ~LUFF 1.402 '676 43.7S 64.72 
SULPHUR SPRtNGS 9.233 1'24' 65.00 52.2q 
TAHOKA 2.869 .451 38.57 85.5;? 
TARKINGTON 3.970 1.560 100.56 64.46 
TEMPLE 144.0AO .96n 48.00 50,00 
TEXAS CtTY 303.000 10'3R~ 53.51 5.15 
TI1RF.E RIVERS 1.432 -389 32.37 83.23 
Tl",PSON 5.130 '86~ 46.09 53.11'\ 
TRENT 1_184 ·26Q 16.25 60,41 
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Linear Load Ave. Rt. 
Diotrict. lIame PAlmEN Density Factor Length 
TULIA 4.252 .4Ch 41.00 83.0f! 
TURKEY"'OUITAOUE .812 .42' 41.00 96.93 
TYL[R '6.171 1.73'; 96.24 55.63 
VALENTINE .107 .517 60.00 116.05 
VALLEY MILlS 1.887 .51')A 33,00 64.96 
VALLEY VIEW 3.274 .53n 35.15 61.4~ 
VAN ALSTYN~ 7.6?1 l'01Q 51.25 47.S0 
VEGA .788 .42'; 38.00 90.4R 
WALLIS 8.000 1.U? flO. 50 52.9A 
WALL 1.339 .154 54.44 12.21 
WALNUT SPRINGS 1.124 .24Ci 22.50 91.84 
WARREN 3.426 ,93'11 58.54 62.14 
WAXAHACHIE 17,6A1 1,827 101.92 59,01 
WELL:tNGTON 1.155 '2111'1 21.60 74.4A 
WELLMAN 1.6fU .5911, :H.OO 52.01 
WELLS 3.505 .918 45.00 411,02 
WESLACO 112,148 1.95Q 132.53 61.6!; 
WEST ORANGE-COVE 212.S86 4'73~ 176.1>7 31.33 
~HEELER 1.721 '33«; 15.20 45.31 
WICHITA FALLS 169.1811 2.1311, 118.04 55,2" 
WHI TE SETTLEMENT 111.120 2,50n 60.00 24.0n 
WINNSBORO 4.559 .16'; 44.08 58.0n 
WINTERS 2.516 ,36A 26.15 12.69 
WOLFE CITY 3.810 ,78'11 42.50 54,2A 
WOODSON .596 ·2Q4 16.00 54.4" 
WOODVILLE 5.S72 1'19~ 69.81 58.4" 
YANTIS 2.431 ,911 41.00 45.01 
YORKTOWt.4 3.826 .52i; 30.00 51.14 
YSLETA 553.823 6'1'" 148.R5 24.16 
ZAPATA 1.084 '65" 61.61 94.00 
ZAVALLA 1.41)6 .506 35.40 69,96 
125 
TABLE B4. STATE PROGRAMS FOR FINANCING PUPIL TRANSPORTATION 
Part Of Special 
STATE Found Basis for State Factors Used in the Determination Provision RDIARKS 
Program Allocation of Local Entitlement for 
lIandlcliPped .. ~"\1 ~ .. ~ .. ... ... .§ IV ~ ~ e 0 .. .. .. ...... ~ ,,!l .. P . ... ...... C ~1i-g .. ... .... .., .. .. '" -2i .. u .. .... .... u .. ... C .., C " .. e 1~' .. WI ."." ... r.. .. .. ~ .. .. .. ... ":.~ ... C JC .-:.'" ~ .. ~ .... JA .i!'w ~ " ... ... 15. 8 ~$. ~ ,.. "'~ p.,u =",. => :r. 
AlobalM , +. + + + + I 
Alaska I + I 
IIri:oM 110 '. Pro8T'alll 
Arkapus I + + + + I State payment 18 equaIl_ed. State payo approximately 79 
percent of <lC tual transpor-
tl'tion eost. 
California I + + + + J Medlan state ... xpense pel' b". ~lu. 25 percent Is basis of 
t>ntitlement. 
I-' 
N Colorado I + + I 
0'1 
Connecticut I + .. I State pays 50 percent of actual east with eertain 
, limitations, 
Del .. "are I .. I State pays 100 percent at actual eost, 
Florida· I .. .. + .. I 
G<!orgia I .. .. .. .. I Standard eosts •• tabllahed through experience are used 
In the formula, 
lIa"aH '1 + n/. n/. lIa"all', entIre educational 
program is fully stat. funded. 
Idaho I + I Density i. considered in the 
roundation procram. The tran. 
portation entitlement i. 
equalized. 
Illinois I + I State payment i. equall%~d by 
deductIon of a qualifying 
amount bused on district ases-
sod valuation. 
Indiana I + + .. I District wealth faetor Is eon-
sidered in state entitle~ent. 
(continued) 
TABLE B4. STATE PROGRAMS FOR FINANCING PUPIL TRANSPORTATION (con't) 
Part or OSpeCl;u. 
STATB , Found Basi8 tor State Factors Used in the Determination Provililioll RDiARiCS 
Program . Allocation ot Local Entitlement tor 
- Hand1calllled f. ·3 :. ~ 'O.~ IN IN ·a '" o .. 0 .. 0 '" .. i~i j J<~ 
II .. >0 .... ..... 
'" J< ... .. .. .. ... u... .. .. .... .. u .. ... ... ~t! .. ., u c:: 1] ~~ .. j ]] .. .. III .. ~ e ~ !!:~ ... ..cPo 0 .. :2 I:!h ;! :8 ~ ~ Po", .. ,," :<.> 11: .. 
I 
10110. I + 
+ + -. '1' I State par,ment consists of pe~-!Can ••• I .+ + cent of actual coat or an 
amount determIned by density. 
l' I I 1- 1-I<entucky 
I Stat~'entltlement ia based 00. 
Lou1eiana 'I + bus d1' ive r operato~ sa lI,,'y 
and bus operating co~ts. 
I State entitlement based on 
lIalne I· • equalized percentaee grant. I-" 
N , State pays 100 percent ct .p '. --..J 
I 1- proved coSts which r~8ults in Maryland 
90 percent payment of actual 
cost. 
llaasacnuaett. I + .: . , State pays lDO percent of co •• 




I + t I State pays 73 percent of 
approved cost. 
'Minnesota I + I StAte pays eo percent of per 
pupil cost. 
lIiss iss ipp I I 1- l' 1- I 
"issouri I 1- 1- 1- + I Stat. pays full foraula deter-
mined costs. 
Montana I 1- 1- l' I Dus capacity considered in 
state entitlement • 
II.bruka •. 1 . + I Each atudent transported coun. 
as 1.25 students under state 
I foundation plan. 
lIeyada I + I State entitlement ~s .&0 of 
previous years total expendi-
ture. • 
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TABLE B4. STATE PROGRAMS FOR FINANCING PUPIL TRANSPORTATION 9con't) 
Part or ISpeeU1.1 
STATE Found Baeis for State Factors Used in the Determination Provision RDiARICS 
Program Allocation ot Local Entitlement tor 
HAndicAPped 
.. .. t..,J . ... .. ~ ... 1M " . .. o • 0" :... 0 .. !l .. ...... 
~ 
..1: .. .. ...." "''''<1 ..... .. .. OJ ...... t:~ .... !H; II II .. U '" ... ... U <II U " ~e 1~ II " ."." ..... " • ~ ~ ~ .Q:~ ... " 8 :; At>. 0 . ~ 0 t1~ 0 ooi 2l :'3 ~ .. "'Cl "- .. .". :>l.>' :c ..:u ,.. ---- ---
lIelf ~"'Pshi" Ho proeram. 
II.If Jersey., I + + I State pays 75 percent' of 
approved cost. 
New I!exico I + + + + + + I 
lIelf York I + .. I State paya 90 per cent of 
a pproyed cos t. 
JIorth Carol1M I ,.. + I Operating costa and neWer 
/-' 
replacement buses are fully 
N State funded. 
0:> 
North Dakota I + + I State pays $.1.6 per bus .. Ue 
round trip. 
CIllo I + + + I State payment includes a bus purchase subsidy which is 
equ<llized. 
a.laho~ I + + + + I Stato grants emergency loans 
bus purchase. 
9 .... gon I + + .I State pays 60 per cent of approved cost. 
Pennsylvania I + + + I State payment partially' determined by school di.trict 
wealth. 
Rhode Island I - I 
South Carolina '1 .. + . I State payment constitute. 
100 per cent of actual 
expenditure. 
(continued) 
TABLE B4. STATE PROGRAMS FOR FINANCING PUPIL TRANSPORTATION 9con't) 
STATE 
part of :5.peC1Al 
Found Oasis tOf Stllte FactOfs Used In the Determination ProviSion REKARKS 
Program Allocation of Local Entitlement for 
Handicapped 
~ ~ ~ ... ... '8 .~ .. 0"" ... 0" :! .. ... ~~ j 
. .. .. E ..., .. .... <: tl ~ .. ... ~~ .. 11 .... 1JU .. u ~ 'M ~ II 1! .q ... .. ",,"" .. ' . .. ~~ t" no c.:: ~.c ... 8 &S ~ :II .f~ <J .,." . " ... :t, :! .a ........ '" ",II)' "'> --~ '---. 
So\lth Dakota I ... ... ... I State payment not to •• ceed 
$.18 per .. Uo. 
T.nneas •• I ... ... I State pays $10.00 per tranl-
ported pupil. Th!s amo~t 
is'then equalized through the 
foundat Ion plan. 
T .. x..e I ... ... ... ... I 
Utah I ... .... ... ... ... I District ~y choose • per-
centage of flat grant for 
..... 'state allocation • 
!\.) 
1.0 y .... tIIOnt 110 program. 
Yirgln!a I ... ... ... ... :. I 
Washington I ... ..,: ... t I 
'i I State paym.nt llait.d to . , West Virginia t t 
133 per cent of at.t. .var.,a 
cost POII' .U •• 
IIlsco'lain I t t I 
Wyoming I .i .i ! 
I 
..:.:. - :::. :::. 
TOTALS 27 20. 2· 19 20 211 16 II 12 9 2 7 
. 16 30 
SOURCC: Th_a L. Johns. PUBLIC S(!II00L rIIII\NCC~~O:;RA". 1971-72, Washington. D.C •• U.S •• Depart_nt of Health, Ed_don .nd Welt ..... 1972. 
APPENDIX C 
EVALUATION OF PREDICTIVE MODEL 
TABLE C1. 
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TOTAL' otT" ... Cv.! 
Tor.1. UT1 ... I(~ tO~f • 
01",. , .. forllloL (.\,I$r · TO''I. "~OLU'i uln. · A" .... :,U,,"I.I ft, \,11". 
A'l.. JIIC'. t.tt',. 
COMPARISON OF ACTUAL AND ESTIMATED M & 0 EXPENDITURES 
FOR REGULAR PUPIL TRANSPORTATION PARDEN 1 
..... 11( .. 1.0 ACT, C/P I,T. ~,p tIP Ot~'. .CT. TC l.r. rc rC Ot". PCT. OJ". .Cf. , •• "" .•. , .Zlt H,e.oJ 12 •• " 12.S~ 1···. 1_19. IUO H.\9 Z.~l .eU .1·· ",C,J.Ot itli.t..s -ZlO.,,! .21:t7. lUttZ. -,1017-541: ...... 83 1 •• ' ,!:IIot .2'. ll~.et. 12., "11 ••• 20 lJ"'''O IS1J' 1, .. 7 12.fllq. 1. \l 
• ")1 1.071 ••• '1Il .,.7. .80 ""! vOIO I>' 1.17 2.n • .tn .200 lath 6" loS.lItS -ltl.bl 4D11~ 2" .. •• -\718Z _42.A2 8.11 
'~'I> .ld8 1 •• -St l',la u" ll.'!i'.:l IN •• l" .. lJ U.q 1 •• 76 Ji.l, 1.1'" . .,.,. " •• OJ !it&,." •• .11 90~ 10UI In II. to •• 31 ,..,,1 .190 l .. o, .. ' 10' .b:) _llI.~c I~J/l ''1''':u) ... 9.c' .3e.09 3,97 
1.Jl'$ •• fll i&.ll:lo "~hc. 'hlC' 2\1111C·' JI".6 .i!J." '.01 ~.n .,9" .l9'" '''.SC' 9a,·' tl.~';) ab·· lI·tt ~1I8 31.1· H'A 
1 ••• ' ,JJ') 1~" •• " 111.11 .if ,.c. 'd70 1111Z •• J". .1 9 .... fI.11 . ". .10Z llolJ.Jj, 120.4 ::» 16 ... " Ultf 2SII>I. .)~6'" 1 S.<HI 3.' • • ll_ .1S. 4:1'1.,.., lO6.b • -112 •• " Z90~0 l·.O~ ·l~iOiJ -S1.15 J.IS 
t4iC5I" .J~' ,\ '.·7101 98.C. -1 ••• " 21)"''10 11J\JC -el1"t) -oJ.l. 1.91 
, •• 1 • Z01 1~ •• 11 160 • ., .. 2:.0 • s,~~ S.61 11 1.31 .~~ 
.9~J .UZ ~ J'ltS 6 ••• ' ... 4 •• '1 50.'t ·l-c:l "l""v -~fI.~z l.lS 
1,19· .610 ');;,.1· 10.J~ I~.II .CIf't S.7Jtl 11hZ 21.3' «.9~ 
hh' .Jll °b.7; 101. 11 \1 ..... 1° 1cyO fII'!I.i UOI 16.61 •• 1!, 
1'·3' .tII1] fI,-r. HO.11 -,9. IIIJZ 1I0D3 -ll9 -1'16 1.1i! .... .lol C·~.l~ 111.O:t .1'0,1\1 3SJlo 1 tlllS::t .. 1':S2-\iJ .. $1.0- .,1 t1 
.SiQ ,S@7 101·20 7l.· .. -l&.1'6 s-"s 'YI<I _I~>J -28 •• 2 "." l.tI'i. ,1·1 .c::'!:I133 20 •• "'1 .-6._' ~."It 2·~U" _SJo. -1'1.18 ~ •• S 
• f".J .3.,9 CJ" .. 6\1 11S.l; Jl.n 11 • ., 181"0 'BJl 3t;t.t;tO .... 
1.1 •• .2l13 IOb.31 137 .... " .tI.'· """/1 It-Il 2~J"" Z'f.ft6 1. '" ,of. '31' 7.·"2 I ".~O J.t.," 19'., 2"'.'. Oti'lO 50.56 3.'5 
•• 77 ••• 1 I vZ·Sl '10.1. -lZ·&:a thcZ lltJ -,. .. "" -12.30 3.'d 
l.Ul .so. 110ll 1I0.9( 9.5'" .oibe ·.3&' 5."''' I~.o!l " .. " ,.I •• •• 6tl _1·8~ 'l.UI l5.1" 9!.tI !J.'J '.<15 40 ... !I! 1 ••• 
·.SOI •• it 10..,.09 '3.-.: -U •• 7 "..10.14 J7101 -.z~, -1".]6 *.10 
.85.) •• 51 10~.z, b8.6., _CO.6.J tiO~l fu~t .. loto} _18.88 fJ.lq. 
.... 7 •• 1. • •• 31 19J.70 9 •• ., .lll .!,.. .u II.ZI .81 .s •• .201 e,Ll.a; 16J.tU .... 7.~ .. a.-4!". 10800 .;.3" -12 •• 5 1~.9l 
.2S7 .. 1S. ~&f"'60 201 ... 1 -ttA,."" 171.9 hs.o -SZ.' .. z'#.~~ •• fH ."71 .31. 10=-.Zo 116.'H 11.0:) .0';1 51·. 514 11.01 2' •• 7 
,32\1 .206 1·1,l.3\1 1·1 • .)'1 Zl.0 9 10Uo IIUO Z'20 1!1'03 '.!i~ 
• icJ .JS7 10"dl_ 105.'# • ·.1" al"':' •• 18 III .... vl f>.". 
1'378 • 70e ·J'fl • 01·71 -<10 ••• IhU 790'1 -zu· -2.·9S ~.19 
.lSl .us 1.~ ... 0 1!t0.80 ~ •• o zSJlo 20c:., 91~ 1,11 ::',16 
1 • .)1' •• 3. ~ •• lY "'0."" _7~ •• IU.liI 113.' _¥lO _7.,. ".6'" 
• f'llQ ,l18 .a..JlhiU I1S.7. -1 ••• 111: Z9US ZS.I" .Ulfl -11.0& l,S • 
1.J67 .1.· '.0,,,0 107 •• " _J2'':II1 3lVlS 2609~ -180 -U.20 i.9. .. ., .521 Jl.Z9 18,61 ~f ,lit l:t~Z 3'" u,· I'I •• Z 1.71 ,.,9 ·3Z· 1·5'.0 U •• I- ... .11. 11 ,·1.20 119.7 -51/13 -al_ 77 5 • ., ..... ·z •• IlQ.U 1·1_ .,'" t1-61 Il.OZ 1.0e" UlO ("-91 tj/A 
_357 • 183 100 •• 0 1 f, •• " 
1 •• Q_ UH. 111~,e Ui8 T!.03 1.1 • 
1.3,,-J • ~12 ·,J.Z60 80 •• .1 17.1~ IJ. I O 170SI lO •• ~7.IS ••• 1 
.408 .12· 1.0.21 I!>I • .)I _1 ••• • ;UOQl ll."~ _<lU' .8.93 3. ". 
l-uZ9 '1t!8 :J"".ttll 113.0 I ~,hl" zt'I' -251' l~O~1 8d.,.. l.n 
,163 ,Oa9 1::' •• 3,; 306 •• ., 1 Sl, Jl Zoot. "illJ e~d' filII •• " ,\.'q 
.1.0 .171 ".1.11 IlO.h n.Te Il~70 l·UT 5Ul • 0.50 3.~O .9,. , .. ~ 9i"'U bll ••• -;,,6.1 8~SO a.OS .oJ.§: -l.q. S.lo 
1 •• 39 ... ~1 &··3' 0 ........ .. 17 ••• hJ.l Ull~ _Z9 .. -ZO •• 7 6,.' .517 .184 1<1 ..... 175. If,;:) .e..4IO 1·£·· 2 •• ,,9 65<1' 35.67 l.ll 1,105 • .),)1 10, .So IU.lV ._9 • .:1 I9<U IllOl ... =86,) _J •• ~O ,s .. 99 •••• .111 10 •• 70 17',1. _1I.S .. 43./1 3 .. ,11 -.0". • •• 4Z -.5. 
t··Oi ,.76 '_.e. 6S,O..J lQ.l~ ..... 11.)80 17'_ II.SO •• l. 
1 •• J~ .38. "'tj ... i 9 ... i. .. ., Z,·liIl 2~10. U3 .n 1.96 
1.la. .2 •• l£:»,Ztj ll1.S'll 1 •• 3C "."'J 01>103 10.0 1·.15 1. '91 
.eli •• ~J 9 •• 29 '],Off -3·U 1~1', 15ZU -511 "1., • 1, r. 
.1\)7 'S11 61.1e 79 ••• I •••• J,,7I • 1.,.0 111~ .)0 ..... 3.' .. .1 •• •• io- 7 .... :» ¥3,!rt" 13 • .,. 1~ln 10Ul> zu· 17.50 2.l" 
1·]J9 .7!J. ·0·10 !t9 •• C 1".7C 19.·8 n.)u 966_ ·~.1· .,., 
1.U:· .Z4~ 11_ •• c 1·1.J- it.,s.I SI01 .';''''. 119] 23.10 •• 6~ .1.,.. • it. 1.1 ••• lZZ.Y· -6 •• .,,, .°11 JU4 -lOH -'·.55 ].:57 ..... • "S .. 1.e. .... 606.~_ -41.'IlJ .01';6 hocl -1551, "J •• 6~ J.Z • 
&.ltO_ .5'6 -o.a. 81.1_ .J~ IU~I I'Jolt OJ ... ., '1 
ji_.CU 
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D 15 fill C T "At" PA"Or.~ LO 
A8!"N"'MY 5,851 .f91 
ALeA-GOLOl" ).'S)O 101'15 
A~aHUAC 3.115 ,Q89 
AYING!II •• 196 .6" 
'UT~ETT •• ue 1.?56 
IU! TROP 40196 ._91 
SEC,vILLI' 3.313 .Al4 
BI~ S"'OY 3.198 1.'100 
IIllE RlllGl •• !io67 l.n89 
80E~~E COU~!Y Ll~l 1.6;1 .1164 
801l~G 6,30a 10151 
eo. I[ !.ijl/I l,o'!lO 
lI!!f"",a" 1.1142 .IIU 
(lRC""rtI!LO JoUO .11) 
CUlON ).8!>6 .1142 
CUh,aGE 3.9\8 .6~S 
C"ICO 4.010 .·09 
CIHO •• !l46 .511 3 
cUR~SvnLI[ 4.301 .~92 
CLIftON 3.691 .61S 
COLE-aN 4.140 .)6l 
CooAL 4.042 .'111 
CO.A~C"E 3.403 .46~ 
I-' COCPER 3.211 ,7?~ 
W CO~~IGA"-C'MDI[It 3.433 1.)31 
W CO~I~GTO" 3.051 1 •• 14 
CUERO '.918 0704 
D.~eIJRY 7.2511 .1156 
DEL~'R 3.U7 .976 
DhEYVILLl 30401 1.713 
DI·~ln ].910 .571 
Dll-AS 4.5~4 ,4211 
[AUE Pass ,.2~5 1.406 
[O~j 4.1141 .6A6 
"~"ERSv'LL' 7.361 Ioft60 
'U_ElL 3.1154 .710 
FLOYDADa ).100 .'!!H 
GtCOI~GS 3.549 .100 
GO'l'~ES 4.30'5 .~5S 
GR'H'l! 3.a14 .7~1 
GR'''8\JRT 5.01/8 l.n69 
GR'NO "U'" 7.209 10071 
GR,NOVI[. 4.9J3 I.O~O 
GRaNGLI'I 3.402 ,391 
'''.LI'' 3.211 .4" 
"E~nO"" 7.189 .Al'l 
"OL~'''O 3.368 .462 
"O.EY G.OWE 3.144 .'!!J9 
"UHSVILLI! 5,!>!>9 1.472 
nau 7.929 .A24 
n&SCA •• 0118 .'1Sf 
",ASPU 7.5e9 "449 
"f'" •• 500 .933 ""CIl tIn '.5l1! .4119 
1I000HUl 5.5',. .. "U 
COMPARISON OF ACTUAL AND ESTIMATED M & 0 EXPENDITURES 
FOR REGULAR PUPIL TRANSPORTATION PARDEN 3 
ACT. C/P [ST! CIP C/P 01" ~ ACT. TC lST. TC TC 01". PcY. 01'" PCT. Tlla'" PCT. !!IUD. 
41.00 61,07 20.07 IeUl 16991 .. " 41.9. 1.04 .51 4 •• 51 41,61 3.09 14111 15091 9110 6.9'5 4.71 .n 
71.'3 5j."4 -tr.79 50786 311140 -nl>'. -l'.9~ l.9. ..1' 
7O.1'S 611.al> -1.29 7576 7437 -139 -1.83 3.14 ·.06 
70.61 ,b.l0 .it,,91 1108'S 1332 -3153 -n.86 3.06 -ioU 
47.41 5J.:oI •• 11 '5'iOOO 62153 715) 13.01 12.56 10"3 
17.11 5".63 -17.53 2?J111 )7l'l4 -5084 -22.72 1.3~ ·.30 
n,'1z 4l.U 8.11 Ull8 16430 ),Ol 24.21 1.47 .36 
41.52 50.13 7021 11095 IU"02 1507 \6.S1 3.2. .54 
31.110 54 •• 5 16.6. 22002 31681 9,.116 44.0l 2.03 .119 
37.65 111,'1 ,66 29407 10078 61\ 2.ZI! ).53 .011 
'1.95 51,81 9.86 279A, 34559 I>S75 13.S0 2.40 .5" 
'!!0.12 511.111 11070 10 .. 39 IUl09 111010 11.35 ).16 .5'1 
58.15 61.119 ).14 '1110 43154 2644 6.41 1.50 .Ie 
'H.61 SH.1I9 4.22 elZ09 A9631 6424 1.12 3.19 .25 
~2.38 6:..n 1.4! 112l8\ 118'~5 6lOl 5.~Z 4.1'1 .26 
40.40 'O.H \9081 10586 151'12 520~ 49.17 ).40 \,"7 
70.'14 lZ.11 I.U \7664 11911 307 I.U l.~3 .~5 
~1I.'1q 6~.Y9 6.00 '5nS 4111~1 40;22 10.00 l.1'!! .n 
49.56 10.b6 llolD 1'i66" 2131n 6668 4".57 1.89 .~I 
'11.06 96.10 5.04 111138 124q) 6;5 S.~) 1.211 .07 
48.0~ 56.26 110111 IIO"'O 1211 195 \81165 11.01 l.86 .49 
71.95 IJ.OO 5.05 )6326 3B680 1)54 6.411 4.\1 .27 
51.\5 ,4.18 7.03 19117 21142 2425 I". 3~ 3.19 .19 
u.lI '~.t5 -\.\6 U5~1 23917 -615 -2.50 3.14 ·.08 
... 8l 4J.60 -1022 3U5 3515 -\00 -".72 3.)2 -.G. 
61>.09 6,.34 -.16 )6166 34367 -)99 -I.U 1.7] ... 02 
SJ,~6 74,9l 20.96 5Y36 IIZ41 l305 38.a4 1.37 .'!!'J 
60.72 54,06 -6.66 \9Y15 17731 -2U4 -\0.97 7."1 -.8] 
4 .. 18 )Y,OI -/'·111 16226 15368 -858 -5.29 l.50 -.13 
1'2.10 13.71 -11.33 48439 43527 .491i! -10.14 l.42 ·.25 
1~5.!i7 11.20 .711037 59/10 314ftO -211?9Q -n.n 1.11] -.'" 18.09 4;i.l' 5.65 47195 54194 6999 14.8] .8' .1 " 
76.42 61>.J2 -1O.ft9 3530. )~U2 -4662 -\ loll 1.91\ ·.~6 
46.10 51.5) 4.82 UlJO 13604 1213 lo.n 2.19 .l3 
1t9.8? 65.01 • •• 80 21364 111895 -1469 -6.88 3.77 -,26 
R6.01 15.'1 -10.60 .\744 36605 -5139 -12.31 ).04 -.31 
'18.23 6:'.55 7.32 l4150 l7860 )110 12.54 2.79 .3'5 
67.66 58.31 ·"',29 loUIS 55919 -M96 .\).7) ).20 •••• 
,.".10 61,01 "'1,e.4 3A6e9 )1617 -lOll -2.61 l.U ·.01 
43.89 51.28 1.39 39"41 4Hbl 61Z1 16.83 1.97 .3] 
.3.86 51.22 1.36 l84ll 21SIl )992 16.18 2.98 .50 
'l.ll 5J.30 12·09 9H9 IllS9 2780 29.33 l,10 .19 
U.52 91.09 l·5? 8409 1'65' 244 2.91 ,.0. .06 
101.3'!! 8J.21 -18,14 11>115 lJ231 "'lAS4 -\7 .90 2.29 -.41 
~e.66 61/.75 11,08 1111461 101>365 16'10. \8,9~ I.~G .3' 
14.30 13.42 '1,12 6390 7174 78' 1l.27 2.112 • )'!! 
71.66 71>.28 '.62 161>91 17714 \076 6.4'!! 3.7'!! .24 
'!!lo89 'i!,S' "\'!!.30 16701\ Ill919 .... 151 -26 •• ) ,.11\ -\.27 
66.'!!' 5Y.63 -1>.91 '1316 113.9 .967 -Io.ll! 1.96 ·.11 
••••• 5'.68 111.19 140U 172U 32U 22.91 3.lt .7, )'.11 42. lIe •• 8\ '\'70 tlU5 10255 U.59 ,.U ." 39.02 5=>.49 \6.41 19'08 27744 8236 42.22 ' •• 5 104' 
118.4, '0.71 .37.71 7'579 5166 .... \4 -31.U .91 -.ll 
35.89 40.U "54 )144) ]541~ 3971 12.(\'5 3.0'5 ,]. 
TABLE C3. 
L.~RI"(',r. '0\81 • Q~2 
L'''P.S.~ 10216 .119 
LUhltU 3.822 .''178 
LllflEF tELD 1.565 .500 
"Al loOF' 6.651 .1114 
"'.8~E 'ILLS ',J41 .903 
~'.IO~ COUhT\' 4.JZI \.011 
~E"P~IS 3.Jq6 .'61 
~C.AHI"5-wICIIT-p.,on S,Y24 10192 
~OCOY .. 559 .114 
"OL"T vrANO" 3.111 .140 
liULESMOE 3.633 .110 
U~APRO 4.861 10101 
",y'SOU ~.lS4 1.112 
NIIO" 3.5S9 ,c;65 
OVEY •• 015 .526 
OPE CITy 5.S19 1,~65 
PlTfS!!UPG 1.4S1 .'189 
P~f'ShTC"l 4.0~l ,'145 
OUfEf; etTy 6.J67 .~Ol 
I-' 
REFUGIO ) .740 '.091 
RICE CO"". 3.6~4 .-59 W Al~ GR",OE: Cn., 6.910 l.nl9 ./:'-
ROC~C'~' 1.116 .~~6 
AO"~ !,416 1.<;12 
5" FE~lpr-D[L AIO 6,e~Z 2.~12 
S~I T.vILU 3,?b3 ,~qs 
5 .. CO. J.30] 2.'73 
' .... OEA 5.721 '''O~ 
S~.I~GL'K£-l'_T" 3.1\3 I.,~O 
S"~FORfl 1.IM .~O2 
Sff.P~ENVIL~l 7.b19 .~ 71 
U··I"GTO"l ].970 I.O;~O 
TI"PSO" 5.130 .A68 
TULIA .. 252 .494 
YALLEY vl£" ].274 .~]n 
Yl~ '~STYNI! 1.621 1.~79 
"'ALLIS 8.000 1.14~ 
W'J:;RE~ 1.'Z6 .93] 
wFtLS 1.505 .918 
WI'NSBO~O •• S59 .160 
WOt F ( t I tv ].810 .183 
wQCOvl~~£ 5.~12 1.1 9, 
'CDKlO." "'26 • ~l!l 
av~. aCTV'~ C/P • 61.29 
AY~. ESTl~'f(O C/P • 59.11 
TOTaL 'CTu'~ COST • 34\4186 
TOT'L (~ft~'T"O COST. ,.03PO. 
orr'. I ... TOTAL (CST • 101RZ 
TOTAl AIISOLUTE 01" •• '571669 
AvE. AA~OLVTt 01". • IAn 
An. PCT. 0"'. • • •• 17 
COMPARISON OF ACTUAL AND ESTIMATED M & 0 EXPENDITURES 
FOR REGULAR PUPIL TRANSPORTATION PARDEN 3 (con't) 
.1.'~ 53.86 6.3 • 31319 4c338 5018 Il.'! 3.]2 .4' 
~O.O~ 64.~4 14.41 '~~10 6nsoO 13510 28.89 3.21 .93 
~1.47 5J,99 2·52 18]14 1'i'15 901 4.90 5.111 .25 
~].h lY,It8 - •• 16 28926 17490 -\436 -4.9" 2.08 -.10 
99.00 61,JB -31.62 38'>11 ZlBn -1'~J4 -38.00 3.11 -1,'3 
~2,lJ 51t,5S -~.18 30169 llJ1G -2"9 -9.211 l.21 -.21 
45.S6 Sl,Y6 1,41 611S2 lIp9 9941 16.7.6 
108.1A 96.2S -ll.53 80~0 1123 -'121 -11.52 1.11 -.n 
61.26 4l.99 -11.21 34124 20S05 -9"19 -28.19 1.10 ".11 
OS8.64 6i.64 3.20 13664 IH09 HS 5.45 •• 49 .2' 
41,91 63,41 1~,50 "4658 37.67.S 7'161 ]2,31 2.10 .81 
-4,U 6!>.OI 11).83 42201 50641 8440 20.00 2.60 .52 
41.8. SO.41 8.51 1Z342 101110 2528 20,'11 '.10 .114 
38.46 46.61 10.15 58458 731190 15432 ,,6.40 3.6) .96 
69.04 74 ,Z] 5.11 1560' 1~71S 1171 1.5\ 
96.10 71.]7 -19.]2 IS!>68 12451 -lill -19.911 .91 -.It 
59.4~ .1.10 -18.34 20093 13a'l) -6200 -30.~6 4.89 -1.51 
52.56 SJ.64 1.06 51'161 !ln14 1053 2.02 3.18 .06 
51.83 5~.08 -2.75 U1J? 41361 -2)65 -4.16 3.01 -.S4 
56.61 51t.62 .01 23211 23215 4 .02 4.3l .00 
41.n ]4,69 -6.64 21001 \1'1~8 -343' -16.0~ 1.34 -.11 
~O.4~ 5~, ZI 1.75 36486 4?08B ~hO? IS.)! 2.0] .]1 
P4.00 52.12 -31.28 116000 1Z~08 -'3192 -31.23 3.09 -I oJ! 
'11.90 5 I .~4 6.04 26468 ,,9549 )081 11.64 l.2' .26 
S2,68 'I.Y) -10.15 3S138 27970 -1168 -20.40 2.11 -,., 
21.67 JO.14 2.47 96115 104701 85dS e.9) I.~. .15 
68.11 1C.03 3.32 241113 260r6 17.02 4,83 3.12 .15 
44.67 ]J.IO -11.S1 21219 15124 -5495 -25.90 '.]Z -\.\1 
113.9S ,,0.40 ·2.1.~~ 11151 5!oSII -21MO -28.00; 1.78 -.SO 
0 ... 10 46,61 ).91 3261,6 35659 1992 9.1" '.80 .44 
1'6.66 79.50 -.1.16 151'19 9540 -5~59 -31.24 1.'" ... 10 
~1.91 61018 5.25 lObS. 33255 2~01 8.411 l.16 .11 ".69 .i.1II -3·51 40h2 ]1269 -3113 -1.65 •• 79 -']" 
11".33 57.86 -" •• 1 331130 2Y316 -4294 -12.11 6.44 -.81 
'15.14 80.l' -5.50 • ZIP" 3941'1 -270 • -6.4, Z ••• -.16 
54.1>4 71.03 Zl.39 1814 IInl6 ]202 '0,91 ~.34 10]7 
18.66 51.00 -21.66 16125 10055 -5610 -35.16 3.02 -1.06 
43.9) .9,35 5.42 5115 ~9n f>56 lll'.,4 I.~] .19 
12.55 5!>.49 -11.06 55211 4"226 -12985 -23.52 3.34 -.19 
4f.U S6.01 11099 8464 IOO~2 1MB t9.U 3.35 .64 
10.06 6ii.50 -1.!6 31063 33062 -.001 -10.80 ~.O4 •••• u.n 61.u -I~n 10160 104103 -311 -2 • ., 3.'5'5 -.n 
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TABLE CS. COMPARISON OF ACTUAL AND ESTIMATED M & 0 EXPENDITURES 
FOR REGULAR PUPIL TRANSPORTATION PARDEN S 
DISTAIC1' NAME PARDEN LD A~T. C/P (,5T. C/P CIP 01'" ACT. TC EST. TC TC DI". PCT_ at'" 
AL.ICE 21.398 1.099 4,.6. 6103' 13.73 39112 5113S4 11212 28.82 
ANTHONY 50.000 1.552 86.61 .S.7b -40.91 3'100 20!;9 -lhl .41.20 
ARA'ISAS PASS 3.,407 ~,811>5 15.31 27.33 i2.0i 163J5 2'1160 Il8 2!) 78.~2 
8Ay CltT 2J,tl16 1.337 !)1.32 !)1.9:> -!;.ll 11>5969 11>1660 _11>309 .9.37 
811i SP>ilNG 25,627 106Sd 40 •• 0 43.2b 2.86 68110 73149 .839 7.08 
SOHGE'" 5th15" c.055 46'57 36.04 -10.!;J l1j<!5 13401 ·3919 -22.62 
8"AZ05POHT .i:I.I'I1> 1, .. 19 39.91 .9. 3 tj 9 ... 1 151 250 18bl:l:.8 3560a 23.5. 
S,",U.",IIOOO 2J,803 1,596 c!0.e9 .... 6i1 e3.,"! 14~bS 30!;18 162!;1 113.90 
CON~OE 31',282 1'595 !:ill'fili ••• 11 -12'11 461.!)7 362 ... 15 ·91l2il2 -U' 31 
CYPQESS-'AIH~AN~S ·6'6,1 1,211>Z "'!:I'- 55. 31 9.8tl 3.1t!7b 41 b2ll 711> 356 21.75 
DEL. VAL.L.E 21· ... 08 1.352 J7.91 51 •• 5 13.54 79649 IOll101 la458 35.73 
oENISON .""55° 1'653 .t!. 24 .].31 .... 81 399.1 35910 •• 031 -10.09 
OENTON 43.765 1. !I 111 .j!.l!1$ 38.'11 -3.91 10Suc!0 9~.?1l1 .9734 -9.27 
EAI'IES .S.Ol2 i.S6S .\1.51 29.0:> .10.6; l7'1~5 2U59· .1361 .26.33 
EC H)R COUNTY 2l.3~.i! 1.66. 011.17 .lol.l _~3.0" 191 :'41 19uoa9 .101:'31 .)4.83 
FAbENS 2.!·!>.?9 1.933 .:II -lit 37.96 6·8.:1 108J6 1J212 l37b 21.92 
GAl~ES\lIL.L.E 3it.500 1.019 tlU •• 3 62.3- 1;90 2.b~6 2~4J3 111 3015 
G~~GOH'-PORTL.AI'IO 33·5J:' i!.966 2S'2 8 2b·3d 1'1" 290 23 3 02d2 1259 ··3it 
KIL.u:EN l7.071 1.'ll90 31 •• 4 31.04 5,60 1l5i31 1l~1H i!0513 1".80 
LAMAR CONS. 21''''12 10911 ·3.02 38.31t -.,611 231136 205'11:11 -25155 -10.88 
LUF <IN 4J-571> 4/.it62 4/:"75 30.91 S.I!; 68111 818118 13651 20.01 
141r.ERAL. oIELL.S 3tt.5S1 2.000 3a.8U 36,118 ·1.92 .&:>112 *"2;'6 .2306 .4.95 
RAY"OI'lD~lL.LE 31'''17 1.500 64.9J .7.1" _17.tI&! 2i!ua 1:;\lb8 .61)4l _21 •• 5 
RIJdSTo.'l 5:'.730 1.436 5b.81> .8.1111 ';'1.'17 1geh IbSll -2702 ·1 •• 02 
SAN MARCOS 20'792 2.,,3& lb-76 lli. 2!:i 1.50 68t!97 7i!7::»O 3853 5.59 
sILSBEE 21.6.1 2,.90 ltl.9i! 30. 61 .e.31 7'1e1l8 6el:'l ~169J1 _ll.36 
A~k.. ACTuAL CIP • 43.109 
A~E. ESTIMATED e/P • .1.91 
TOTAL ACTUAL CoST • 2418U1 TOTAL EST1MATEo COST. l360U5 
OIFF. IN TOTAL. COST • 5Ull 
TOTAL AijSOLUTE 01"_ • 51U1t!7 
A~k.. AdSOL.UTt OlFF. • 1'1623 
A~k.. PCT. 011". • 2 •• 611 





1.07 .0 8 
.'57 -·13 
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TABLE C6. COMPARISON OF ACTUAL AND ESTIMATED M & 0 EXPENDITUR~S 
FOR REGULAR PUPIL TRANSPORTATION PARDEN 6 
DISTRICT NIM! P_ADIE~ LD ACT. CIP UT! tiP C/P DlF~! ACT. TC fST. TC TC DlH. PCT. 01". PCT. TRA"'S PCT. 8UO. 
A8ILENE 169.846 1.630 26.04 34.75 8.10 52611 70185 11574 33.40 .38 .13 
ALAMO H!IG"TS .,9.000 '5.]7'5 20.65 20.47 "·18 4439 4400 "39 -.88 .09 -.00 
ALlE, 146.162 3.n12 40.07 31.43 -8.64 80136 62850 "11;186 -21.57 .88 -.19 
AMIRILLO 355.857 2.'589 iil9.74 3!:1.15 5.41 30570 36136 SSM 18.21 .13 .02 
ARLINGTON 241.Tt.6 2.646 35.48 34.!l9 -.89 1341:104 131405 "3399 -2.52 .55 -.01 
AUSTIN 178.5"0 1.1\30 55."1 51.1:19 "'.51 3430111 321267 "'217!H -6.34 .59 •• 0. 
BEaU"ONT 217.1182 106111 75,69 41:1.40 -27.?9 B0531 510\97 -29034 -36.0'S .69 -.<''S 
8RC-NSVTLlE 202.b44 2.465 56.95 3«> •• 5 -20.50 2170U 138921 -78123 -35.99 1."4 -.52 
CA~ROLLTON-'ARMER IA 18lo015 2.~67 19.09 lll.78 19.69 }9607 39832 20224 103015 .20 .21 
CORPUS {,"RISTJ 255.887 1.007 69.61 70.73 1.13 411102 42582 679 1.62 .13 .00 
OALLAS COUIliTY 18l.169 2.;179 ;15.89 lll.63 12.75 !l52330 82·315 271986 49.24 
DEER PARIt 15'!!.!>Z6 2.iil75 77.50 31:1.68 .3a.81 149879 74814 -75065 -50.01'1 1.24 -.62 
EL PASO 262.Z21 3.460 45.27 211.36 -16.91 285440 178801 -106639 -37.36 .56 -.21 
GAL VESTO" 118.9119 1.'H2 -'0.57 4".00 -16.57 106170 77128 -291)43 -27.35 .Bi': -.22 
HAI:LINGE" 125.778 1.cH7 30\.38 4Z.92 'h54 89380 111596 22216 24.8" 1.08 .27 
HOrSTOr. 616.I:IS5 2."\43 32,58 31.115 5.27 4822'28 560164 77935 16.1'" .21'1 .0'S 
HURST-EULESS-REDFORD 360.917 l.671 18.57 2'.14 8.51 44!>94 6!>169 20!>75 46.14 .33 .15 
ItI~GSVILLE 64.01:15 5.000 24.09 2i .59 -2.50 14456 12955 -1502 -10.39 .19 -.02 
ll~EDO 1303.011 1.359 90.94 Sb.65 -34.29 3TI:I33 23568 -14265 -37.71 .27 -.le 
LO~GVIE\j 71.1 7!> 1.113A :31.02 4i>.30 8.28 120069 14"916 2"847 12.36 1.33 .3D 
I-' lueBoell 349.0,7 1.:118 78.66 61.44 -17.2<' 36498 211508 -7990 -21.89 .13 -.03 
w "'CalLEN 167.1~3 4.608 ?2.39 2i!.94 ~55 111950 114686 2736 2 •• 4 1.19 .03 
...... "'BOUlT! 295.746 2.121 32.80 33.88 1008 561135 58715 IABO 3.31 .311 .01 
"'TSSION 187.120 4.028 44.68 211.3. -19.3. )8160 21640 -16520 -43.29 1 013 -.49 
NORTH O.ST 200\.2115 3.007 33.03 31.46 -\~57 l434211 231857 -11570 -4.'1'1 .9!> -.0'1 
IliORTt-SIDE IBEXARI 67.137 1.1163 34.50 4 •• 115 10.)S 241079 313422 72343 30.01 1.07 .32 
PARIS 183.522 4.~43 31.11 2 •• 38 -6.73 24424 1910\0 -5283 -21.61 .51 -.11 
PASADENA 418.256 2.lInA 38.48 33.10 -S'38 282921 243386 -39535 -13.97 1.03 .... 1. 
PEiRLANn 93.233 3.476 ;13.81 2&.26 4.4S 57168 61:156l 10795 18.69 1.70 .32 
PORT AFlTt-UR 260.725 1.5/15 54.18 5l.53 -\.65 89675 A6936 -2738 -3.05 .72 -.(}2' 
RlrHAROSON 771.231 3.788 ;11.21 2b.52 5.31 1061)40 132595 7.6555 25.04 .34 .09 
SA" ANGELO 67.069 2.483 36.63 3b.26 -.38 57039 56452 -587 -1.03 .52 -.01 
SHER"AN 75.820\ 2.725 32.60 33.84 1.24 511454 60682 2229 3.81 1.14 .04 
SPRING IIRANCI1 Sh.8!>7 2.4;16 ]6.42 It..a9 .46 690142 698947 8A05 1.28 1.65 .02 
TE"PLE 144.080 .960 81.90 73.28 -e.62 191157 11588 -2n69 -10.53 .36 -.04 
TErAS etTy 303.000 10.1A5 13.44 lZ.S7 -.88 42446 39673 -2713 -6.53 .61 -.04 
TYLER 76.171 1.710 ]9.09 41.38 8.29 139199 166721 29521 21021 1.16 .25 
I[SlACO 1120148 1.959 ,8.76 43.21 24.45 hS94 nU1l6 9'1223 130.3. 1.51 1.9'1 
lEST OFlA~GE-COVE 212.51:16 4.73? iil3.81 2Z •• 9 -1·)2 50469 47680 -2789 -5.53 .61) -.0. 
~HJTE SETTLEMENT 111.120 2.'100 30.96 311.0'1 5.11 11288 10822 1534 16.52 .47 .08 
WICHITA fALLS 169.789 2.\36 34,92 40.S3 5.61 111290 1211176 17886 16.07 .79 .13 
YSLET A 553.IIZ3 6.\112 15.35 II1.S0 3.15 291193 3 !S079 0 6097 20.5. .12 .02 
_VEl AC'1UAl CIP • 19.39 
AVE. ESTIMATEO C/P • 37.31 
TOTAL ACTUAL COST • 54'58090 
TOTAL ESTI~ATEO COST. 5731294 
DIF'. IN TOTAL CCST • -273205 
TOTAL AASOLUTE OIF' •• 1209210 
AVE. A8~OLUTE OIFF. • 28791 
AVE. PeT. OlfF. • 23.88 
TABLE C7. COMPARISON OF ACTUAL AND ESTIMATED EXPENDITURES 
FOR SPECIAL EDUCATION TRANSPORTATION 
OUhUCl -.,,' ~AR"" ~o ACr. C;::'.I [Sf. CIP c,~ Ulr;"1 .,r. IC ur. Te IC "I" tJoCf. Jr.' 
"I~'''' 1·9 ..... .~J" lb; ... - lthhC!J l-.Jl 4",n "'~Otu, J5.i! 8 .. 60 
A~IC' ~1.1~' ,'.1 15~.~! .t;t.ll.Jl ;\.1, lit cloe i!Sls 110 ll. ad 
,~U' 1",Uti ••• 11 4.l~.Ol l,:>.t1 -''''.7t. 1SZ1 4"tO' ·?S~Z -3.1." A~I.I"GT:lIO Z~h 'ft' .lI" :"'J.Jl 3/"1,91 -1CtJ • .l4 51HI '0~17 -17J10 -30 .. ole. 
A!"'''' h.i!o" .~~l Jl.hb~ J f 1,.9 • f.~b -;3" 5~.1 0~7 1*',1l 
AUliU .. 1".'00 ..U~ .IZ.l.2~ lev.o• ..t.60 1·19.e l"l,IbfJQ: _illU •• eI 3.1 ~ 
II, CU. 1.J.I" • 9l~ m:~8 1 Lt.·Oj 
"l,9 .. 3~7 • li~:l l~. 
'1.4t\j-
"A~"O~I ll1.9di1 ,4e.l ':OJl,4b ·It •••• 1'13.6 -73.1 .37 .. i~ 
.111 S'wllOG lS"Zl ,4ifil l1',Ii! l'u .• :;t 1 f .~l 1.i015 lJio. 1209 lU,Ol 
.ORst .. $1.150 .109 "lll1!'lO ('de. 'to -It'''.lO D~S' " ... , -2713 -3I.1S 
'~'ZOSPJ"I ~"19& .5l1 h:h;;~ UjJ.v, J •• 'H J7~9' "O~.-O .'4. 13 ... 1 
.~g.~ntI.Q 7,1&0 .Stt 111.:;; 18.,j.Ob lU,11 1J,,3 i2:u, 141 61.1. 
'.O.~Svll.l.t 201: •••• .:;24 .t~~, 1) Itt", utt -11'.,. 1.t:!60 (91 ",Q -Ull1 -3".71 
'~Q~~.O~U lJ·80l ,J91 13""" l;Ju.l) 9,. i; 31ul Sl", 1191 70,6.1 
I-"~ h"J7 .533 61.1':1 1dv, :tJ 110.18 J"1j)& lallO .... Sl lQl.J5 
eAlilOI.L rOlO-,.~ .. ,q .. ~ leH,01S .&U 111.Z~ U • .t."'~ "':I. Iii '104 ~1.& 160' 39.0e 
eO".'''cl: iz.n l l.lOO ~l.i I 11(',.:>1 ,ill.a. ~.8 1110 '~l 11._l 
C:OII~VS '''''ISH i'S.887 ,il7 1111)'''0 3b •• 1, .h8 .. 1 Z"'S70 I~"I '9 I'l! 1.0f:t 
e~'·tsS-"III •• ~~5 .b,.,l 
.z .. _ 
~91'O' 1"'''' tJ 1 jU'ol l-!l!l 171_3 2511 11." 
DAL.~5 l~J.lI>q ,i1ts JS1,1I· 111,1101 J. -.;,11 ' .. .;;~Ob .1500; 1.200 S.l· 
Diu "A~~ 1~8·!ilo ,bijl ,11.6 1 1",17 -1~·,50 j,.u;ol "J~. -1073 -5l.1~ 
D' .. r014 ~1.1bS 1.11~ 81,.' 11 •• ;6 J,II' 1;,)10 1S011 606 4. SrQ 
".\" PUS ·'l8S .9 .... 1:;' 7! 11~. 73 11: .. ~tj l~1S 3t1J] 12,1 4t1. !Ii 
ICU" cJu14n ll.l .. c .3.· J1thIJ1 i:)e,-J& "'11"1,91 Ulto5 50"2 -~olq3 -31,t.o III! ~~vlla .,70Z .IU Je;h ~() .33.:li ':IU.b5 :'11· tlI,J", ,,,0 13.11 
I~ .ASO l'tl.lll 1,2eo l~f,l~ .;".09 -tlI-tt.3' a.150 13C:b9 "'11·"1 _42.ii 
IA~YUrJ~ ua.i!!l9 ,6:0U i2~"~ 1bJ./, -&,thOI .$59 .. ) ~:)':I"S -l,)lcU -i!~. 13 
Mill~,~alN 1~5. 718 .l88 tZl,ie .U·,S1 14.51 ~'oea (tic1~ 1191 S.b 
"'II['OIl~ 7,18 9 .6t:U; l~.~' l'~.t'i b'.n c:5i~ ·";:9 2301 91.0. 
"o.,sro~ 016.a~5 .31ij l •• '~~' .i!3't1.bl -"'.ll ,,,,,~g1.' ilhr., -3.023 -3.1\ 
il\!IIST-£UI.U$-iI£U'O"~ 360.~71 .Jlll c:)i.b· iJc,S. .~.1O t1iuO"'1 ':I';l~~ -7'<11 -I. 3~ 
:f:;~m~l.£ C7.071 .1.t:7 l41.l1 ltu.ul illl!,dO lCl1l 132'. 1117 9.1l ~ •• ~.5 .bUO 1II!7J.b~' 1 e.;J. 15 ·lQ~,.tt~ Jl •• I'''~ -lll9 .40.1. KItO. CITY ·.!lle .375 lO3."~ Z""lq: ) 7,10 1831 ZI1I ll· 18, .53 
L. •• ,~ caNS. ilo91l .l37 j~ III! "l Z",J.J" -·'111.1' 9H5 t! ~fI" -,530 -IS.1. 
1.'"tOO 131U,07. ,6:.7 .ui'l~ l· ... 7l -; I.J. ::IJ1Si JetlO -1:>1$0 _28.l~ 
1.111(111. a.7eZ .893 13~. dl !lo,vl -~.t:.au iHe.. 1'110~ -au - •• 1' 
~~NfVU' h.l75 ,10. 1.U.~! l~c,l:ta 11.2. a~.oo l~OO. ilo- 8.:;', 
I.UItOCII 3"'057 .liJ l6hi:l! i1'", "Ii "~1.118 ::tCli99 .~Oltl -ll3U ·2l.~S 
1.\1,< IN !1.5l6 .5Z~ 110 •• 3 1"".6C1 1~.31 1'150 17"00 IUD 1.1_ 
.. A"S';'I.\'· 15.'" .8J3 91.00 1.t:·.'i1 ).J.91 ~;;'~';;O It1h'5 ~o~, 31.13 lIeA~t~ 1;':.153 1.00. 12;.3C 10/.50 -~!.ao ~.G:ie lQt.·o -JOI8 _1'. i1 
.. baun,· Z'i5'70' 1.~S. Ol'~' ~e.'1l -j.l\ <lOlO ~lbv7 -"U -3 •• l 
:!~;:~~ct!n 10.50' ••• ,l 1'/ •• 1 Z~\l.b" ~~.l7 j!'1~95 ,,7.". ~500 33.01 C;)V"1y !I.ue • 857 bl,.a 1~,.U7 '''.6!i 37", • 7loil!. 3581 9!)" ~. 
lOll'" ,'ST 20'.165 ",l7d 'l!h",·' 300.0; -1 ij'j. 7~ 1·°030 101711 -lUll -1&,Z· 
1Il10'''51 JC ~1.U7 .• '2 118.0~' «Utll. 7~ ,j!tt,71 1S"010 4\iJJH '-341 1_.16 
''''(ST I" !,,1 •• ••• 1 1ii. ~\) Zl •• 0. 1thl • 8~tfO 94i1 816 .... u "l" •• ,O.U9 .15. ;8:i.tt' ~O.:.1 Z .. i:J';,1S 11117 lQO-'l -Ion -l·.lll 
,A"Ol'" +1'·25tl ".<II! C5f"J~ l~eh.t,J -ttlJ'4!3 1~lila li •• Ob -3'0,. -l3 •• '; 
"I"I.AH~ h.Ul • 01" .c:S;.l ~ ~1.J,u3 - .. 4!.11 1U"'I:tZ ell.; • -Ill? -lb .. 51 
"S'I~'lh ili.n1 ,!f".) lBlt.i Itt/.OIo l>o.2~ .lIJG l~~1 Il9Z 6:!).J. 
'OMr ... r,M. !itO.ll' .39. C5'·'~' l.:".05 "'~:2,90 ll~l' ,,311b9 -l>l33 -IO.IJ 
.~C"UIlS014 7h.zu .311l 1IC71.5~· iJtt.O. .l~,'i l!UZ 3'04li'2 ... 189 _ll.13 
.", A .. ,llI.O ".0'" ,3 •• nt.I' c:'0,'1 -71.1(, lIl31 10011 -4665 -21.80 
SM A~rO"IO .~,. 13' .l09 Ui!.l~ ZlSc,IIIJ ~lU,.1 !tllZ9 loOQ"l 7~7SZ 8'.1. 
SAN HLI"-O[~ MIO 6.882 ,00..1 15 •• ,,) 10".UI tt,a~ .J~8 511J't 310 ~ .. 1. 
s~."·,, 7S •• ,. ,lij~ ittH.l· tll!:JtlI,OI -5J.1° 11075 1D~1 -iS9~ -ld.J5 
."AIO" ,e.o Il • 0.7 10S:h"l! .,'!fb, , .. -,/·1 ~ .1590 ~g~&S -02· -;. _J .""".1\,\,[ l.ZbJ .16. J5i.o·· ... a"b- IJJ.9Z loll 1"1·6 U6 31,98 ,'IC INa .",aIlrCC~ .7·,~S7 .152 Ill.lIJ! ~t)/.::>0 ·c;l·.ll Z'l.~a 171b.!) _7!10U .. a~,!I" 
.",," .. UII 5P"I~3S Ii,ill .100 b53, .. 1 11b.O~ o,C:'c.1tl "210 J~., 313 9.S9 
rfUli CITy 30l.000 .9'61 Z1 •• ~l lltJ.bl -1&·,01 ~·139 91<5 -1'·34 -t)~.,i;. 
,.I.(R 70'171 ,987 IIhl' 100.01 lQ.J! IH~O 171U JlO9 zz.n .. 1Is~ .. co Ill.h. .O.~ a.l,l ~ lO".:.Of) 11'!.8i 109 •• lJZIi~ Z3)8 ll.l~ .tJr O~."Gt-C~.t ZIl.seo .815: UlJ,O') llu.oO -41f.GO 11h~ I~OOO -.IOS .Ztt.~ 
.IC4". fAI.L.5 10 •• 1,. •• '7 10fj.,.t:· lC::u,vl 11 •• 0 11)90 1.~i1S 1185 10.·1 
'!!.IIA 55l •• U ,tllZ 1n.ill l:to.e. -"',31 :'100G 45.U -lIUe -19.6l 
A"_ Acru", C,I> 2"'·? 
",. UII04ATU tIP 1".61 
ural. .Clu.~ Cu:' r · JOIOJ09 ,lIh\, 1511".'£" co:.1 · 3"~'II1.11 0"" 1- lor._ coS! 19.,31Z: 
fOr.L. .:tSULIJ'C: 1.1£'''' • ;81':1.,j' 
....... 'OI.III[ Ol". · ..6·0 AVI. "cr. III". · .¥.19 
138 
TABLE CB. DISTRICT BY DISTRICT ANALYSIS OF BUS REPLACEMENT MODEL 
DISTRICT NAMt. ACT. i..F EST. L.F Ac.;T. tfuSES EST. BuSES ALJ~e:S Ai.. i..OIiE I) BUS COST TuTAl COST Do,.'JUAI_ C-,;1 
AB!:.IlNATI1Y SS.25 50.1+9 d 9 12 &453 7<;500 755(\ 
A8IL.ENE 12&.2!) Ul.n 111 18 23 11372 181:1370 lAII37 
AL:AIIO HEIGHTS 215.00 177.n 1 1 1 11372 10S84 101;'" 
AL.I:IANY 18.57 2&.0& 7 5 & 571+5 37342 H34 
AL.bA.GOi..OEN b3 •• 0 6&.9. 5 5 6 6312 5 •• 18 ;1+ .. ::> 
AMARl.L.L.O 1 lit. 22 110.03 9 Q 12 8372 919')2 'H'ilil 
A"'AHUAC 5 •• &9 58.47 13 12 15 7032 114.Il0 114 .. Q 
AL.ICE &8.1+2 62.&7 1ii! 13 1& 7914 12!'1&02 l?8M 
AL.IEF 117. 65 121.53 J.7 1& 20 8372 1&744 0 1"'7"4 
AL.PINe: 25.50 16.49 C 3 1+ 4575 17A42 1784 
ANI.i~EWS 33,&2 33·83 13 13 16 Sh5 9335& 933" 
ARA'IISAS PASS 10&.70 117.0& 10 9 12 8372 97952 <179"1 
ANTHONY ":"00 78.6c 1 1 1 8,lT2 10B94 106'" 
ARL.INGTON 10!:!'53 111,61 36 34 37 11.372 )13113 31311 
ASPERMONT c:'.20 22.30 5 6 8 1+975 3'1li05 3811n 
ATMENS 100 '54 85·42 13 15 19 8372 IS",'H5 1<;&97 
A !L.AojTA 81+.8U 63,82 h 20 21+ 791. 111H36 1"'9'14 
AVERy 1+0.50 .9.35 6 5 6 6.:;'3 1+1 94. "l'h 
AYl'<lGER 3&.00 44. 07 :; 2 3 0199 1~ III l~U' 
AUSTIN 89.72 17.88 09 79 87 B312 7275;>7 7?75'1 
I-' BAL.L.rNGt:R 31·33 31.40 9 9 12 57 .. 5 07216 "72~ 
W flAL.IIQRHE.A 65.&7 61·61 j 3 4 7914 ]OS65 ::\OS .. v:;; 
BANDERA SZ.&2 .2. 02 8 10 13 "199 77487 77"~ 
BA~TLETi 39.25 6A,4l 4 2 3 8372 217,,7 i?177 
BASTROP 68'Z4 58.5!) 11 cO 21+ 1032 1831 &8 1$1317 
BEAUMONT 76.00 82.85 1<0 13 16 8372 136045 1,,,06. 
BAY CITY 110.20 71.28 10 11 14 8372 115115 11511 
BECl(vIL.L.E 41.43 51.87 7 6 8 64!t3 5 0333 503"11 
REt.VILLE 9Z.71 6&.21 1 10 13 1914 911925 '11:19;> 
BiG SAl\jtlY 78.00 76.88 5 5 6 6372 5"18 <;4'" 
BIG "PRING 112.73 82.10 H, e1 2S 8372 21097. <110'"1 
"!i..OOMINGTON 1011.33 97.21+ II 7 <;) 11372 7n l1l5 7&1 0 
!llUE RIl.lGE Si:!'Z5 &2.29 4 3 1+ 1'11. ]!)865 3 0 !:l'" 
flUERNE COUNTY lINE &".67 57.50 9 10 13 7032 9':1400 QS .. n 
BRACKETT 19 .67 19.65 6 & e .. 975 31'\8 05 ,<11;(\ 
BRA!),!, 31.37 3 •• 19 II 7 9 5745 52279 <;22" 
FjRAZQSPOHT 1+9'11+ 7.-12 17 5: So 1;312 .. "Q&,,9 .. ,,91)1 
a°i..YNG 97,&2 85·10 6 9 12 I:IJ72 97 952 979r; 
,,!ONI1AM 7&.2 0 &3'&° 10 12 IS 791" I !d71 ° II $I 71 
80ROEN 23.1 7 20 •• 0 & 7 9 1+975 ..... 272 4527 
BOH;jER 53'1/0. 94.54 I 4 "> tlj 72 "3">1. 43':1. 
"!OVINA 31.33 31."1 6 6 B !:I.,..5 "4"11 441:11 
"!O"IE COuNTY dJ.59 8.030 7:;, 74 81 1;:;72 " lot 14'!1 OR1"~ 
FlOwIE 60.70 60.8e !U 11 I" 7..,1" lllAf1l7 LOR"" 
Bt..<UKE!IIRIDGE i:!o.OO 230lJ III 11 14 .. 975 b" .. 06 .. ~ .. 1 
"!':!E."OND JO ... 3 39.i:?U 7 5 6 01"'9 ")293 "02'" 
RRt. ... >iA~ ':)'.7i:! 52.&9 Jo J9 • .3 b .. 53 C. "J~U" 271,>\,> 
BHO::lKELANtl !)1:I.33 1+9.95 .j 1+ S b .. 53 315<;& B"" 
8>(G :JKS ,-OUN TV 01.0U 4;>.119 B U 14 &1'19 1:1 , 21" "'52 .. 
TABLE C8. DISTRICT BY DISTRICT ANALYSIS OF BUS REPLACEMENT MODEL (con't) 
oISTRICT NA,..I:. ACT. \,.r EST. Lr ACT. t:!USES f:sr. Hust::S sUSEs ALI.I).EI} BUS 1..05T TOTAL COST A'It-.jljM!.. c~. T 
BHU"NFIEl.D 41.13 49.73 1:, 14 1f:! 6 .. :'3 Il ,!927 112~< 
BROwNSVIl.LE 224.1 8 106.54 17 36 40 I;J72 331'531 3315" 
eRulOINwOOD ~ 7.57 80.07 7 9 12 8372 'H9c;2 "17'1" 
81J1<'I(BUR"IETT 51·S6 60.51 11:1 14 18 7~1. 13>'495 1184" 
BIJI<'NET 62.06 42.62 13 19 24 bl~9 147226 1472' 
CAl."40UN COUNTY 55.23 64.64 22 19 24 1~14 1879'57 lA7"'''' 
CANADIA," 11.00 20.1'" 1 6 8 4975 38805 'SBt) 
CANYON 84.56 52.61 Id 29 35 6453 Z24S,,4 t!245'" 
CARRIZO SPRINGS 5Z.00 3'hS!l II 11 14 01'.19 B5236 "1524 
CAI<'ROLLTON-FARMER ~R 93'36 100.84 11 10 13 6372 104 ... ;0 101+6" 
CAI<'THAGE. 54.55 46.38 JJ 39 43 6199 26<;9,7 i!6594 
CENTERvIl.l.E (LEON) 34.91 37.21 11 to 13 61~9 7741'17 774<1 
cENTER tlo.69 n.32 16 18 23 8372 188 37 0 IFHI37 
cHEROJ<EE 36.67 31. 89 3 4 5 5745 29874 ;:>91:1"1 
CHICO 5Z.40 Sl.Z4 !) 5 b b4:i3 41944 41 9 4 
CHIl.DRESS i4·Z9 26. 94 7 6 8 5745 441'111 1+1+8 1 
CHII.LlCOTHE 26.50 29.60 6 6 8 5145 441'111 41+111 
Cl.ARENDON 30.71 26.82 7 8 10 5145 59748 591<; 
Cl.ARKSYIl.l.E 53.86 46.Z5 14 16 20 6199 123980 1239<1 
cl!tco 41·s0 41·79 6 6 8 6199 4W~S2 4~3'" 
f-' Cl.tc8uRNE 62.8 9 58.51 9 10 13 
7/.)32 9'5400 95"~ 
..,.. CLE.VEl.AND 102.73 91.09 11 12 IS 8372 1255110 1?551'j 
0 CI.IF"TON 52./.)7 42.80 6 7 '" 1:11'19 56"11 <;/),,1 COl.EI.1A~ 32.50 30.22 4 4 5 5HS 29874 29tH 
COl.VM~IA-BRAZORIA 87.95 78.02 22 i5 30 8372 2511,,0 e<;11", 
COMA!.. 78.35 55. 4 0 26 37 41 7632 3111"22 31ll6? 
COMANCHE 36.33 35.67 12 12 IS 57<t5 !l617S 8/.)1"' 
COMIo4ERCE 5i.e7 67.7J II 6 8 8372 65302 ... 53', 
CON~OE 82.01 1'10.04 ~9 101 111 8312 931)129 <';301, 
COOPER 43'13 47.73 8 7 9 61 99 56411 <;641 
COltPIJS C/'IRIST I bO·ZU 5"'.17 Iil 10 13 "Ttd2 9:>400 q54~ 
CORl:!rGAN-CAMOEN 86'50 11.07 0 7 9 8372 7 ... 1A5 7t11'" 
CO~INGTON 41.00 73.95 Z 1 1 8372 1()8a4 108" 
CROCKETT COUNTy 22.50 29.78 b 5 6 57,,5 3"1342 ,7.:14 
CIot IJS8YTON Z9.00 2'h71:1 1 7 9 :'745 52?79 'i2eA 
cUERO 47.82 4 .... 77 11 11 14 61 99 8<;236 '1524 
CIJL9ERSON COUNTY ;28'75 31. 9 .. .. 4 5 !)145 e~A74 ;>98"1 
CYPI:!ESS-FAIR~AN~S 1°9 • 0 7 67.91 69 111 12' 8312 "22;>2' "222-
DAINGERFIELD 90dd 94.51 lJ It! 15 8J72 12'>580 ,;>1)51 
DAl.~ART 23'37 20 .33 II 9 12 4975 0;'1207 C:;~2' 
OA~l.AS COUNTY 69.65 101.19 i!3~ 211 i!32 Ij.H2 <14.;14. "431. 
DAN'3uRY !:IS. 00 40.05 2 3 4 61'19 24176 ;:>1+1" 
OEf.~ PAHI'i 44.96 101.07 43 19 24 8.H2 19"~35 !q'l,n 
OEl. ... AR .. 6.R6 57.97 7 6 8 7032 S<,;5 )0 <;9S' 
DEl. \/Al.I..E 95'50 n.80 it! 29 35 ~J72 2'>11346 e'lur; 
OENI50N ~9.14 AI.94 14 10 13 ~J72 104';,0 104bt:: 
DENTON '''-21 Sq·l1 JJ 27 32 11.;72 ~112<;3 ... "112" 
OEWEYVILl.E Ttl-SO 8,.88 5 <; 6 11.;72 :>4418 "" .. ;> 
IJIM'1I TT 3-1 •. ~J 40.71:> b 14 It< b1-19 IO'i4A2 If)"l"q 
n~I~~ING SPRINGS :,0.7B 44.7~ 'I 11 14 b1-19 Ih2j6 1-\;'24 
TABLE CB. DISTRICT BY DISTRICT ANALYSIS OF BUS REPLACEMENT MODEL (con't) 
DI!>TRICT NAMt: IICT. Lf EST, Lf' ACf. tluSES EST, BUSES ~u:>Ec:; ALLQwE'1 BUS COST TuTAL CnSf A',',III"L C '1': T 
INuJSTlollAL 43,18 49.99 11 10 13 b4S3 till" ..... "'00'" 
1 RAAN-SI'IEH IELD 211.80 27.17 5 5 6 57105 3134" l13'. 
IOWA PARI( CU"lS. 9".ll 70.61 II 10 13 I:IJ1Z 10 .. 6.,0 1'1101>:; 
ITALy 4&.61 51. 87 l 3 4 6453 2~1"1 ?517 
l'.:iEOELL 21.00 41.51 l 1 1 61 99 d()S9 !:IO'" 
ITASCA "'5.00 51.22 1 6 8 71032 !J"i530 <;95'1 
JACKS80RO 28'25 27·75 8 8 10 57"'5 59748 ",Ho; 
JASPER 92,78 15,15 23 28 34 8372 281Z99 Z"13n 
JIM HOGG COUNTY 1\/'33 16.72 6 1 9 4515 41 63" "16l 
JOH"ISON Cny 31'60 n·23 5 6 8 :;H5 4,,8ll 1041;1 
JONESBORO 2Z.50 23. 88 .. 4 5 .. ",75 Z<;870 ;oS!;"1 
JUNCTION 31.88 27.81 8 9 1Z 57",5 b72}6 ~72;> 
KAUFIo1AN 100.00 82.95 J.O 12 15 8J72 12"580 1;:>55<1 
KEMP tl2·S0 56.28 8 9 10! 7bJZ 8\/294 .... <!9 
KENEDY 15.00 74.40 1 7 9 11372 1t>lA5 761'1 
KERRVILLE 93.71 92.50 1 1 9 8312 1"IR5 11.1'1 
KILLEEN 11 4 .53 92.56 32 "0 .... 11312 31><l36f! 31'11'1.;1 
KINGS¥ILLE 15 0.00 169.5" 4 .. 5 8372 "3534 435'1 
KNOX CIn 32.00 36.61 l 2 3 1>1\/9 lb117 161;> 
KOU"ITZE 81.60 80.53 10 11 1" 8372 1 bll5 11'ill 
i-' 
LAGRANGi:. ~b'14 58.,,0 14 14 18 1632 1335M 113"'" 
~ LAMI,R CONS. 85'29 90013 63 60 66 11372 "5,,552 5<;2'>" 
i-' LAf'iESA 104.36 64.93 h 23 28 791 4 21>'1"26 2Ib', 
LAMPASAS 52.11 47.42 18 20 24 b199 14H71" 1,37'" 
LANEVILLE 39 '111 58.0S Ii 6 8 71>32 5'11530 <;95, 
LAREDO 52'00 72·05 tI " II l!J.jlZ 1><;302 ('<;]11 LEAKE:Y 26.33 34.40 3 2 J 5-,..5 14 937 149, 
LEyELLAND 63.35 b4 ... 5 20 20 2" 7~14 It1q916 111"'''4 
LltlERTY "ILL 51.61 42.Z!!it 3 .. 5 61'019 32235 322, 
L 1 t;ER T'I' 119.00 102.49 10 12 15 8312 125580 125~Q 
L~A"IO 52.09 31.75 11 15 1\/ 61<,19 1162:11 Ilb2"1 
LITTLEFIELD 28.15 31.36 12 9 12 61 99 72528 7eS" 
L~CK"'ART 55.a8 59.29 11 16 20 7632 152 ..... 0 10;21>'. 
LONGVIEw 62'37 87.65 5i! 37 41 tlJ1Z 34')7,0 3,n" 
LO~AJNE 42.50 41.41 .. '" 5 61 99 3::>235 ,22, LU"BOCK 51.56 61.05 9 1 9 83(2 1"'1'15 161" 
Lur'I(IN 105.96 106 ... 5 25 "5 30 8.H2 2:'11"'(1 <'51 1 '" 
~CAOOO 26.33 3".91 J 2 3 57105 1'- 9 31 1"""-
I'ICALLEN 2.i!7·27 160.6'" 2c 31 3" tl3T2 lb,,>"'>'!5 <!'1:'4 0 
MA~AKOFF 5'.57 50.20 7 'I 10 1> .. ::'3 67111 ,,711 
Io!A"'::>R 1""00 84 ... '" 7 6 Ii !!jU 6<;302 "S3~ 
"1ARRLE FALLS 60 • .:;0 55. 08 t! q 12 7632 892"," <I~2q 
",AkFA 39.00 3<;.47 '" 4 5 ",,,5 2'~a74 
;>'11-17 
... A~TON COUNTY 5110]9 5",.32 23 23 2M 7t>32 21:;643 t!IUb4 
MAS::>N 40.00 33.37 ILl 12 1:' ::>7'" ~,,115 IIb17 
MEGARGEL c"'.SO 3 3.2b 2 1 1 5745 74,.,8 747 
",EMI)Io1IS 2".1>( 31).16 .j 2 3 ::>7 .. 5 1,,9,1 1" ~4 
"1ENAQO 1<,1.11 2~.60 I> I> H "",,5 3"An5 l..;,,-
.. El>~uITc. I<!J.7~ 1l].6d 1<0 15 l~ djl<! 1~.,~r5 lc.;~'"1" 
.dA~T 1::> • .,0 }1.,;!J 10 .. <; "57S 2,7'10 ;>j7 I 
TABLE cs. DISTRICT BY DISTRICT ANALYSIS OF BUS REPLACEMENT MODEL (can't) 
DIsn~IcT NA"'E ACT. LF EST. LF ACT. tlUSES EST. l:IuSES BU~ES ALLOWE) alJ~ COST 1"<)T .. L COST A,'.hJiJ"l C"I'T 
f)UMAS 40.11 33.73 CJI 11 14 57<+S 7,,994 7!H~ 
EAGLE PASS 95.3 1 73.68 13 17 21 !3:H2 17H05 1779(\ 
EAfltE<; 98.5 7 109.3b 7 6 8 1:1::172 65302 ;;;;.'\(\ 
EOI~BURG 80 '15 67.62 47 ,6 b2 8372 51.,715 0;157;> 
ECTOR COUNTY 18.~e 82.30 56 54 59 8372 4<;P97 4<)731' 
EDNA 51.33 45.98 9 10 13 b199 774",7 7H"l 
EL CAMPO 7b.93 74.09 30 31 34 tI.:J72 t!!35485 ~"540 
EL I>ASO 94.10 133. 12 67 47 52 6372 432832 4 ~21:!"I 
FAbENS 3",80 90.81 10 4 5 8312 4,35)4 435"1 
FAIRFIE"O 52.,,2 44,47 13 15 19 b199 116?31 1162"1 
FAIo<>.4ERSVILLE 52'80 61'20 ; 4 5 7<;14 411153 411" 
FARWELL 43'11 41,0::1 7 1 9 6199 56411 S!o .. l 
F"LO'l'OADA ;3'89 39'72 9 12 15 61 99 929R5 '12<;<1 
FOLLETT 17.00 20.93 2 2 3 4915 12935 129, 
FORT STOCKTON 60.50 43.57 10 14 18 6199 10,,482 101;14 Q 
F"~E.I')£RICKSBURG 53'17 42.62 12 15 19 6199 116231 11 b2, 
GA1"ESIIILLE 58'29 61.92 7 7 9 Hl4 71017 120'> 
GALVESTON 97'39 90·16 18 19 24 8372 198835 10'l1:!, 
GEORGETOWN 71012 59.79 8 10 13 1632 95 4 00 '15,,11 
GIODINGS 53.13 46.00 8 9 12 bl<;9 725?8 725"1 
GLADEwATER 90.12 9".19 11 16 20 03 12 167440 1 h 14. 
~ GLE~ HOSE 42'57 44·16 7 7 9 6199 5b411 "",,1 +0-
N GRAHAM :'1.42 50.49 Iii! 12 1!l 1> .. ,,3 96795 Q67'l 
GRA~BuR'l' 75.83 61.54 12 15 19 7'11" 14d387 1 .. 8)'1 
GRA~OF4LLS·ROYALT'l' 3:',00 42.57 3 2 3 b199 16117 161' 
GRII"D~IEI!I 5 7.50 51'1.90 4 4 5 7632 3'16116 ~96q 
GHA"D SALINE 70'00 61-61 b 7 9 7914 7i!017 120;:> 
GRA"'GER 23·75 32.1 0 .. 3 4 57 .. 5 l2405 :>241 
GOLDTHwAITE 32.29 33. 42 7 7 9 ~745 52219 5221 
GOLIAD 51.87 42.57 15 18 23 61 99 139417 1194/\ 
GONZALES b3.87 53.14 IS 18 23 6,.::.3 14,.:;lq2 l<dl~ 
GORDON 27.67 30.71 ,) 3 4 :)1 .. s 22 4 05 ;>2''1 
GOR'IAN t!.3·00 22.37 ~ 5 6 ,. .. 75 32337 32.H 
G~EGOHY·POkTL4NO 10 ... 00 120.31 7 10 13 8312 10 .. 65° 104!>'" 
6RUES8EC~ 38.6" 35,97 11 12 1!l :'7'+5 86115 '1611 
GHO~ETO~ 50·50 44.2"1 t! 9 Ii! b1 99 72528 725 ~ 
GUSTINE 27 ... 0 37.99 :. 4 ., b199 3i?2)S 32"~ 
HAMLIN 31. 80 35,57 :, 4 ., :'711,5 j!~A74 ;:>9'17 
HAHL II~GE.N 102.50 92.11> 16 28 34 8312 1P-)299 2« 131 
HAo/RISO" CUUNT,!, ,0.91 72.!l7 "3 "2 41> dJ1t! Hj67136 3~b l ~ 
HE,.,I>HIL .. ;9.00 52.16 16 lA 23 b .. :'3 1"'~ 192 1451 1 
HENDERSON 65'0 7 51'10 05 t!.9 33 36 7t>3j! c71042 ~771J4 
HENRIETT A J:;'11 3().OU 7 8 10 ':>1 .. !l '>H4!! ,,'17<; 
HEHEFORO :'8.6':> 43. 44 t!.b 35 3" 1>1<;9 23>1661 2Vlb<' 
l>iILLSBO;(O "3.11 4'1.0 7 7 6 I:! 61 99 .. "3<;2 ,,~3" 
HOLLAND id. b 7 3<; .'.' J 2 3 :>f45 1,,9:'H 1494 
HONEY G ... Ovt Jd.~J 3Q.Z':> I> 6 8 bl~<; 4>13'i" 4!1 j<, 
HOUSTON 139 ''''i 10,.04 lIib 1"4 l!>el tU12 "eol;>. ";;>b1. 
HU"'TsvILLt: 9Ii,'it!. 1,.93 ~" 313 itc ~31c :1"4'1<:'0 
.i4 .. 'te: 
HU~ST·EuLESS-dEuF"O~D 1:;11,/'01> 13'1.40 10 17 21 83ft. 177"105 I 7 7 .. " 
TABLE C8. DISTRICT BY DISTRICT ANALYSIS OF BUS REPLACEMENT MODEL (con't) 
DI5TrUCT NAME. ACT. L.F EST. LF ACT. tlUSES EST. BUSES I3U::>ES ALL.OWED !'IU!. COST TOTAL COST A',HI"l C"'l'. r 
"1IDL.ANO liO.34 78.0c e9 47 52 8,H2 4::1r A32 'q2il~ 
MlvJjAY 2b ol7 27.5l b 6 8 5745 441'111 "4t1T 
MIL.FORO l2.00 31.89 i! 1 1 51405 7468 7 .. 1 
MllltERAL "ELLS 100'00 92.87 II 13 16 8:372 131'>045 1 ~6U4 
MISSION 142'33 147.1 0 II 6 8 8372 b5302 653" 
MONAHANS-_ICKT_PyOTE 69.62 73.19 8 8 10 8312 8701,9 ~701 
MOUDy 46.bO 49.78 5 5 6 b4::13 "1 944 "194 
MOTLEY COUIliTY 19.17 20.86 6 6 8 .. 'i75 3f1805 J!!BO 
... OU'lT PLEASANT 83·27 64.67 15 19 24 1914 187957 1131'\11'. 
MOUIIIT IIE.RNON 42.83 48.33 Ie 11 14 6199 So;l!36 13524 
M\JLE!;HOE S5'b4 47.03 14 17 21 6199 131729 111n 
MULL.IN 26.61 29.94 .. 3 4 5745 l.2405 ?2"" 
NACOGOOCMES COUNTY 1b.7S 5~.12 36 .. 8 53 1t.32 402910 "'n2'" 1 
NATALIA 81.80 89.85 5 5 b 8372 544}8 ">44? 
NUARRO 59.00 62·14 5 5 6 19i4t 51441 ">144 
NA .... ASOTA 69.09 65.37 22 il3 28 7914 21A426 21 M4~ 
NECHES 50.00 33.88 5 1 9 5745 52279 ">2211 
NEw SUMMERFIELD 39.00 61.24 4 3 4 7914 308,,5 308" 
NilIDN 37'67 40.48 6 6 8 6199 41oj352 483e; 
NOROHEPt 29,33 36·81 .. 2 3 61'19 161 I7 1&1;> 
~ 
NOHTHSIDE(wILBARGEH) :n.50 46.9S It 3 4 61~9 2,,176 241'" 
.f.:' NO~THSILlE (BtJ(Alq 142.61 88.64 49 79 87 8372 127e;2 7 7;>75' 
w ~OkTH EAST 150.39 121. 4 0 49 61 67 d372 ~b17"'1 :''''17'' 
OLNEy 32.20 3A.62 5 4 5 6199 :nn5 322' 
o~e: cITY 67'6 0 79.05 S 4 5 8:312 ",3<;34 43!:>~ 
OVE~TON 50.00 92.87 3 2 3 8372 Z1767 ;t171 
PACJCAH 21075 22.11 8 8 10 4915 51 740 517'-
PALESTINE 98.6Z 81.29 21 25 30 8.312 2511"0 2511" 
pA"'PA 25.45 31.84 11 9 12 5h5 t.121 6 "72;> 
pARIS 151.00 152.21 5 5 6 8372 54418 <;44 , 
PASADENA 216.Z6 116.06 34 63 69 8372 !)1I0la° S"I01"! 
pEliFll AND 134.78 131.52 18 18 23 11372 188370 1'11:131 
pEARSALL 49.6l 31'1.62 8 10 13 61 99 774R7 774'> 
pAwt,lEE 2b. 00 34.14 5 4 5 5745 2~8H 2'91:1" 
pEI.;Oc:;·tlAHSTO" 45'23 34.71 13 17 21 5145 12;>ORI 1;>20'" 
PEkQYTON 2b·l1 23.13 12 14 18 4915 1:17 0",2 '17 U., 
pLAINS 21.87 27.75 8 8 10 5145 5'1748 "';7=' 
pL,AINVIEW 50.72 55.84 19 29 35 76J2 .11:15594 21'> 5':> Q 
p1 TTSf:lU;;H.i 52.21 51'1.47 1'1 17 21 71:132 1b21RO 1 .. 21" 
pLEASANTON 71.67 5",.75 12 15 19 7632 143100 14310 
PRj!.RIE LEA be.oU 70.65 il 2 3 !;.;Il <!!111',7 :;>l"" 
PONDER 510 00 55·72 ic! 2 3 11>32 1Q843 191oj .. 
pOHT A>ihlUk 1°3.44 77.04 1b 21 2S tI,H2 21<1974 "111~" 
POST 3().25 2Q.50 8 8 10 5145 !:>9748 "..:I7e. 
PUT'lAM 4t1.00 3R.t.7 1 1 1 &1~9 ",0<;9 .,0" 
QUEEN cITY 58'57 5.:;.00 7 7 9 71>32 f) ~4..,1 .,C;",,, 
RAN><!'II ::i!:>.3J 2"1.0~ J 6 I:! :114':> .... All .... 1:11 
RAY"lOI'lQVILLE o1.HO 7",.88 :I 10 ':> 1:13 72 10 is;4 .. 3">1 
RtFJGIO db.jj .80 b '5 f) BJ/.1 ::'4411'\ '" '. 4o;> 
RICE CO·~S. b'.73 .30 11 14 II:! &",,3 112'1;>7 11<>"" 
TABLE CB. DISTRICT BY DISTRICT ANALYSIS OF BUS REPLACEMENT MODEL (can 1 t) 
DISHnCT NAME ACT. L.F EST. L.F ACT. BUSES EST. BUSES eUSES AL.L. Dill!,: I) BUS ('OST TUTAI- COST A"'IUAL C'l', T 
RICHARDSON 1!H.5Z 141.28 J3 35 38 0.:112 322122 3;)23;) 
RICHLANO SPRINGS 26'25 23.32 • 5 6 4'1/75 32337 3234 
RIO GRA"'OE CITY 115.08 59. 63 II 23 28 7b32 21il643 .:!10b4 
R()I::ISTOII/N 67.80 14.11 5 5 6 8372 54418 0;44;) 
RUBY 27.50 33.83 6 5 6 5H5 37342 ;734 
RUCKDAL.E 56'67 53.59 9 10 13 6453 80662 A06-' 
R()CI(SPHINGS 15.37 19.30 8 6 8 4975 38805 3!lall 
RUCKiIIAL.L. 80.78 76.84 9 9 12 8372 97952 <;lH5 
RO,l\TON 15.75 29.05 4 2 3 5H5 14937 1494 
ROYAL 95.29 77.28 7 9 12 8372 97952 97~<; 
SAi:lINAL. 25·25 25·58 • 4 5 5745 i:!9874 291.17 SANTO 30'29 37.94 7 6 8 6199 4s352 4830; 
SA,., ANGEL.O 119 .77 107.05 13 15 19 837Z 1510975 15697 
SAN FELIPE-DEL. RIO 157.91 112.33 22 Jl 34 8J72 285485 ZR54Q 
SAN MARCOS 117.05 114. 09 22 23 28 8372 231 067 c3107 
SAN SABA 34.00 29.00 7 8 10 571>5 59748 5970; 
SCML.EICHER CONS. lO'2 9 22·04 7 6 8 4975 388 05 3881) 
SEGUIN 70'44 57.62 16 20 24 7632 1831,,8 18317 
SHALLOiOATER 59.60 69.23 5 4 5 8372 43534 435; 
SHAI4ROCK 28.67 2f •• 88 3 3 4 571>5 22405 224' 
I-' SEMINOLE 41.67 32·05 15 ~o 24 5745 137880 
13781'\ 
..,.. SEYItIOUR ;J"18 28·32 11 13 16 5745 93356 9]3-. ..,.. 
SHERMAN 14'1042 113·79 1& 16 20 8372 167440 16744 
5It;RRA BL.ANCA 8'0;0 12. 02 2 1 1 "575 "j947 59" 
S~ATON 109.57 92.62 1 8 10 8J72 870&9 ~707 
SIL.SBEE 97.00 107.25 &1 19 24 ~372 1.98835 1988'1 
SIL.I/ERTON 30.00 24.98 5 6 8 5745 ",,,,811 ",4d] 
SKIDMORE-TYNAN 35.83 47.8b 6 4 5 61 99 32135 322; 
SL.1DEL.L. i3-75 34,96 4 3 4 5745 22405 2241 
SL.OCuM 34,00 4 •• 43 5 .. 5 61~9 32235 ;22; 
SMITHI/IL.L.E 4~.25 41.88 tI 9 12 bl~9 72528 725'1 
SNOOK !.:I2,78 101.01 1/ 5 6 8372 54418 0;44;) 
S~EARMA'\I ilt.62 24.b2 8 8 10 5'145 59748 <;970; 
SNVDER 45-95 51·12 20 18 23 6453 145192 1451Q 
SONORA 28.20 19.37 5 7 9 4975 45272 4527 
SPRINGLAKE-EART~ 63.75 &8.56 lZ 11 14 8372 11'5115 1151 1 
sPRINGTOWN 80.00 87,82 9 8 10 8.;72 87 010 9 117 07 
SPRING BRANC~ 101.33 105.43 187 180 198 8372 "5766. ""77. 
STAMFORO ';0.00 37.45 '" 3 '" 
b1~9 24176 241.1'\ 
SPUR 19 .83 2R.49 0 4 5 5H5 2~A74 ;)987 
SH,PHENV II.i.E 45.00 "'5.32 11 11 14 bl~9 tss23~ !:i524 
STJ.lATFORI) .22.10 19016 10 12 15 .. 9f5 7,.6?5 7f4t>;> 
S~L.PHUR 8LuFF 4';·75 45.54 .. 4 5 b1~9 3..:?in5 322'1 
SUL.PHUR SPRINGS 1>5·00 67.9!:> <lz 21 25 lloJf2 210974 21097 
TArt OK A 38'51 34·91 7 8 lil 5745 5'114,8 :;9f" 
TARI(T"'GTON 100.50 78.88 \I 11 1'" !l372 11">115 1 1 'i 1 1 
TEMI)LE 48.00 57.34 :, 4 5 7t>.i2 3 .. 6Af> '196'1 
TEXAS CITy 53.51 27"'.03 5'" 12 15 8372 12"<;1'10 I.'!S5R 
THREE RIVERS 32.J7 31· 6t1 tI 8 10 !H .. 5 5·~7 .. 8 .. 97<; 
TlMPSON 4b.01/ 53.67 11 9 12 b4-:'3 7")500 75<;'1 
TABLE CB. DISTRICT BY DISTRICT ANALYSIS OF BUS REPLACEMENT MODEL (con't) 
oISTRICT "'A"IE AcT. LF EST. LF AcT. ~USES EST. 8usES BU::'ES ALLOW~f) BUS COST TOTAL COST Aqf\jIJAl C1',T 
THEII/T 16.25 21t.8b 4 3 4 SHS c2405 ;:>241 
TULIA 41.00 37. 06 1Z 13 16 6199 100734 11'107' 
TURKE'f-QuITA(,juE 41.00 33.47 • 5 6 5h5 37342 1734 TYLER 96.24 84.43 J7 .2 46 8372 38~786 3~67~ 
vALENTI"'E 60.00 38.19 1 2 3 6199 16117 16P 
VALLEY HILLS 33'00 37.75 5 4 5 61 Y9 322~5 322' 
VALLEY IIIEw 35.75 38.81 • • 5 61'19 32235 32c!~ ItAN ALSTYNE 51'25 61.92 4 3 • 7'114 30~65 308~ vEGA 38.00 33.31 • 5 6 5H5 37342 173" WALLIS 60 ,50 64. 2 7 2 2 3 7914 20516 2051> 
WALL 54.44 48.93 Ij) 10 13 b4::13 80662 1I0b~ 
WALNUT SPRINGS 22.50 23.38 l 2 3 4975 12935 129' 
WAIC~E/Ij !i8'54 56'28 1l 14 18 7bJ2 133560 1335" 
WAXAHACHIE 107.92 87·51 12 15 19 8372 156'n5 lS~97 
WELLINGTON 21060 26·12 Iii 4 5 5745 Z987· ;>987 
wELLMAN 31.00 41.93 6 • 5 6199 322]5 122' wELLS 45.00 55·68 4 3 4 7632 29765 ;097" 
wESLACO 1:32.53 91.61 30 "3 41 8372 395996 39&01'1 
wEST ORANGE~COVE 176 '67 163·51 U 13 16 8372 13M.5 13b04 
WHEELER 15.20 28.72 5 3 • 5745 224n5 22.1 
I-' WICHITA FALLS 118'0" 96.97 27 33 36 8372 30390. 30391'1 
.;::- wHITE SETTLEMEIIIT 60.00 107.53 Si 3 4 8372 32651 ~26<; 
V1 wIN~sBORO ~4.08 49.18 U 11 14 64::;3 8,3729 !:l87~ 
WINTERS 26.75 30.5. 8 7 9 5745 52279 52211 
WOLFe: ClTY 42,50 50.16 • 3 4 b .. S3 25167 ;:>517 wOODsON 16.00 26.36 l 1 1 57.5 7468 7"'7 
wOODvILLE 69'87 66.25 15 16 20 791. 158280 15'12~ 
yANTIS 41.00 55.40 .. 3 • 7632 29765 :?97~ 
yO~I(TOW~ 3u·OO 38.57 IS 6 8 61 99 .. 8352 48)e; 
ySLETA 148.85 194.48 13 10 13 8372 10"'650 10"'6<; 
ZAPATA 61.67 "''''.65 b 8 10 bl~9 b","'70 ~"''''7 
ZAVALLA 35.",0 37.65 5 5 6 b199 40293 402(1 
TOTAL 8uS COST FOR SAMPLE • 43572923 
TOTAL A"'NUAL COST fO~ SAMPLE • 43S7c!92 
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rivals the municipal transit system in capacity, scope and budget. 
Despite the importance of the systems themselves, and the hints they 
might provide for the organization of transportation alternatives to 
the automobile in areas, particularly rural regions, where alterna-
tives do not presently operate, there is a relative paucity of research 
on pupil transportation systems. This research is one step toward 
correcting this deficiency. 
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